DOCUMENT RESUNE

BD 093 251 HE 005 706
AUTHOR Davis, Jerry S.
TITLE Student Financial Aid Needs and Rescurces in the SREB

{ Southern Regional Bducation Board) States: A
Comparative Analysis.

INSTITUTION Southern Regional Bducation Board, Atlanta, Ga,
PUB DATE [74])
NOTE 150p.

AVAILABLE FROM Southernr Regional Education Board, 130 Sixth Streset,
NeW., Atlanta, Georgia 30313 (3$2.50)

EDES PRICE HF-$0.75 HC-3$6.60 PLUS POSTAGE

DESCRIPTORS *College Students; Comparative Analysis; *Educational
Finance; Financial Needs; ¢Higher Education; State
Aid; *Student Costs; *Student Loan Programs; Studeat
Needs

JDENTIFIERS *¥South

ABSTRACT

This document reports on the ability of students and
parents in the Souih to pay for the costs of education. The finarsial
barrier that inhibits the education of many citizens and the efforts
of state governments, federal government, and the postsecondary
institutions to eliminate the barrier are described. Highlights
indicate: (1) The financial aid needs of the full-tise undergraduate
students in the colleges, universities, anu public
vocational-technical schools in the SREB (Southern Fegionsl Education
Board) states exceed $1.08 billion. (2) Over $828 million in
financial aid frow all sources is available to undergraduates.
However, because not all aid is distributed among institutions in
proportion to student financial needs, the wawet financial need or
additional aid required eiuceeds $339 million. (3) The need for . | '
additional financial aid is greatest at the d-year nonpublic e
colleges. (4) The students from families with incomes ¢f less than
$6,000 per year have the largest unmet need, 34 percent of the total.
{5) FPederal student aid programs are the largest single source of aid.
to students in the SREB states, contributing over 27 percent of all
available aid. (6) Almost 3G percent of the total available aid isg in
the form of loans. (7) If all student financial aid were made
available on the basis of need and distributed to students in
proportion to their need, unmet financial need would be reduced by 23
percent. (Author/dJH)}
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HIGHLIGHTS

The Einancial ald needs of the full-time undergraduate students in the col-
leges, universities, and public vocational-technical schools in the SREB
states exceed $1.08 biilion.

OQuer $828 olllion in financial aid from all saurces is available to under-
gr; duates. However, because not all ald is distributed among institutions in
proportion to student financial needs, the unmet financlial need, or addi-
tional ald required exceeds $339 million.

The need for additional Financilal aid 18 greatest at the four-year non-pub-
lic colleges. While these colleges enroll only 20 percent of all undergradu-
ates, thelr financial need represents 32 percent of the total aggregate need
and they experience 40 percent of the unmet need.

The students fvom families with incomes of less than $6,000 per year have the
largest unmet need, 3 percent of the total.

Federal student ald programs are the largest singie spurce of ald to students
in the SREB states, contributing over 27 percent of all available ald, Less
than 15 percent of sll student aid funde come from state appropriations.

Almost 34 percent of the total avallable aid 1s in the form of losns., Twen~
ty-six parcent i3 in grants, 18 percent in employmant awards, and the Te-
msining 22 percent in the form of educational benefits,

1{ 311 student financial ald were made available on the bssfs of need and
dietributed to students in proportion to their need, unmet financlal nced
would be reduced by 23 percent,
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FOREWORD

This volume reports on a very important aspect of the financing of post-
secondary education in the South«-the ability of students and parents to
pay for the costs of educatlon., It describes the financial barrier that
fnhibits the education of many of our citizens and the eigorts of the

state governments, Federal government and the postseconlary institutions
to eliminate that barrier.

SREB has long espoused the need for adequaty access to postsecondary ed-
ucation, including increased financial aid Lo students. In 1961, the SRER
Commission on Goals for Higher Education i{n the South called for expanded
state suppott of scholarship and loan programs to diminfish the financial
barrier and encourage higher academic achievement, Since that time, many
states have made lauvdable strides toward achievement to those goals.

There §{s still much to be done. It is hoped that this report will en-
courage mora action by public policymakers and provide them with inform-
ation to efficiently and effectively direct their efforts.

Winfred L. Godwin
President

El{lC i1
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INTRODUCTION

The past five years have been ones of increasingly intense interest in the
problems of financing postaiecondary education. This increased attention is
due to a variety of causes which Ilnclude: (1} rising per unit costs of in-
struction and educational outputs; (2) the continulng financial plight of
non-public institutions that have, because of rising costs, been forced to
charge higher tuitions which has, in turn, placed them at an increasing dis-
advantage in the marketplace for students vis-a-vis lower cost public fnstfi-
tutions; (3) increasing demand for cducation from minority/poverty and other
nontraditional students who typically lack sufficlient financial resources to
pay for education; (4) increasing demand for innovative cducatlional programs,
particularly '"career education" programs, whose development is frequently
quite costly; and (5) increasing competition for tax dollars from other arcas

of soeial service., The list could be extended and ts well documented elses
where,

The attentfons of educational and public pollcymakers to the problems of
financing postsccondary education are usually directed toward concerns of
student financial problems, concerns of institutional finance, or--in some
instances--concern for the itnterrelatlionship of student and tnstitutional
finances. The focus of this report is on studont financial problems, with
a view toward furthcr studies focusing on the close interrelationship be-
tween student and institutional finance.

Specifically, the purposc of this report is to provide information which will
help to answer the following questions:

{1) What are the average costs to students for attending varfous
types of postseccondary education in the SREB states?

{2) uhat are the family income characteristics and financtal ca-
pabtlities of students who are earolled 1n postsecondary edu-
cation in the SREB states? Or, what familial and personal
resources of students can reasonabiy be uscd to pay for the
costs of postsecondary education?

{3} what is the average financlal need of currently entotled
students by family income circumstances and types of insti-
tutions in the SREB states?

(4) What types, amounts, and sources of student financial aid
are available to enrvlled students?

{5) What is the amount of unmet need or additional ald vequired

in order for students and their parents to reasonably afford
the costs of postsecondary education?

O
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{6) Whar are the implications of financial need and ummet
financial need experlenced by enrolled students or stu-
dents who might wish to attend some form of postsecondary
education but are currently unable to do so?

{7} What are the implications of the various distriltutions of
costs of students, of financial need, of financlal aid, and
of unmet financial need for public policy and policymaking?

Due to the limitations of time and other resources, including data avallabil-
ity, the focus of this report is the financial needs of full-time undergradu-
ate students who were enrolled in public or private colleges and universities
and public vocational-technical schools in 1971-72, It 1is understood that
discussion of only the financial needs of full-time enrolled students neces-
sarlly excludes Jiscussion of the very real financlal ald needs of students
who might enroll if financial resouvces were avallable, the real financial
aid needs of part-time undergraduates who might enroll on a full-time basis
if financlal resources were increased, and the real financial aid needs of
postbaccalavreate students. The necds of these students are significant sub-
Jects for studles which should also be undertaken.

The primary purpose of this report is to direct attention to determination of
the minimum amount of unmet need or additional aid required to enable en-
rolled students to r-asonably afford the costs of education. The principle
underlying the concept of unmet need for currently enroiled studants is one
of reasonable expected contélbutions from students and parents toward the
costs of education. Financial ald officere and economists, anong others,
have through thelr experience and research establizhed norms for amounts of
monay students and parents of various financial clrcumstances can reasonably
afford to expend for educational purposes. These norms and expectations are
built into several widely used need analysis systems ard procedures.

There 15 another way of looking at che significance of unmet need for cur-
rently enrolled students. The gquestion arises, "If the enrolled students
have unmet financial aid needs, how 1s it that they are enrolled in school?"”
The answer ls that many parents and students make inordinate personal, fa-
milial, social, and financial sacrifices in order to pay the costs of post-
secondary education. 1In a sense, the amount of unmet need represents a
Ysacrifice index™ whieh can be expressed by the formula:

g = Aggregate Unmet Need
Sacrifice ladex Aggregate Financlal Need

The Sacrifice Index is a measure of the magnitude of secrifices a given popu-
lation of students {(and other parents} i¢ willing and/or able to make to pay
for educational costs, These students {and parents) represent a proportion
of a larger population that could become willing and/or able to make the
sacriffce. If it is assumed that only the enrolled students {and parents)
from a given population are willing and/or able to make this amount of sacri-
fice, then it would appear that & reduction of the index must take place
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before new, non-onrclled students can become willing and/or able to enrell
in postsecondary education.

While the magnitude of its effect i9 unknown, the sacrifice which students
and parents make is & contributling factor to "drop-out™ and "stop-out™ rates
in postsecondary education, Students who are willing and/or able to make
sacrifices in onco academic vear may find it impossible to do s0 in subgequent
years. They drop out of school, When studente stop or delay their education,
their resources, the institutions' resources, and the public’'s resources are
underutilized because cach has received less than the maximum benefit for in-
vastment in education. It is quite possible that this loss to institutions
and to the state exceeds the cost of meeting upmet need. Or, te put it an-
other way, to develop aid programs that reduce sacrifice indices may cost
legs than the cost of resource underutliization,

pata for this report were drawn from published reports, a survey of a sample
of filnancial atd adminlstrators of postsecondary institutions in the region,
ingtitutional reports submitted to the United States Office of Education, and
coommunication with officials of a variety of public and private agencies.

The mathodology employed in the study §s known as aggregate need analysia,
The sources of data and the methodology are described in Appendix A and
Appendix B,

The data and analyses in the study are based upon the 1971-72 academic year
or the 1972 fiscal year. At the inttiation of this research, this wvas the
year for which the most accurate and complete data were available. WUhile the
numerical summaries are now at least one year old, the general trends and
econclusions are generally applicable to the current academic year. This ap-
plicability 1s made possible and valid because the critical variables do not
significantly change from one academic year to the next.

I Excellent analyses of those causes arc included in:

Carnegie Conmission, Higher Education, Who Pays, Who Benefits, Who Should
Pay? (New York: McGraw-Hill, 19731),

Earl F. Cheit, The New Depression in Higher Education (New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1971) and The New Depression {n Higher Education--~Twoe Years Later
(Berkeley: Carnegie Commissian, 1973).

Committec for Economic Development, The Management and Financing of Col-
leges (Mew York: Committee for Economic Development, 1973).

William Jellema, From Red to Black? (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc.
Publishers, 1973),

The National Commission on the Financing of Postsecondary Education,
Financing Postsecondary Education in the United States (Washington: U, 5.
Govermmert Printing Officae, 1973).

3/5#




CHAPTER 1

STUDENT FINANCIAL NEED IN THE SREB STATES

Student financial need s a relative concept and quantity. In its simplest
form it is the difference between the cost of education to a student and the
amount of resources he (and his family) can reasonably afford to expend to
meat the cost, tHidden within this definition, however, arc a variety of

complex concepts and unresolved fissues., It fs appropriate to briefly dis-
cuss a Eew of them hore.

The Eirst set of issugs concerns the phrase, "ccst of education to a student'.
There are two categories of costs: out-of-packet or direct costs {such as
tuition and fees, room and board, books and supplics, transportation, and
personal expenses) and indirect costs (which include the student's lost earn-
ings 4s a consequence of attending school rather than taking full-time employ-
ment). Most studies that have attempted to include {ndirect costs in their
analyses have concluded that these exceed direct costs. However, most policy=
makers have been reluctant to consider indirect costs of edueation in the
pricing of postsecondary ecducation and development of student financial aid
programs, One recason for this exclusion is that educational expenditures are
considered an investment in the sense that expenditures on education are
likely to produce z higlier lifetime carning pattera than the student would
have otherwise experienced without such an investment., Under this rationale,
society through its instrumeats of education and government services is not
responsible for defrayal or reimbursement of indirect costs because the stu-
dent is the recipient of benafits from that investment.

On the ather hand, those who believe that society, as well as the studeat,
benefits from the student's education have taken steps to provide education
at lower direct costs in the form of tuftion sybsidies to public inscitutions
and cost-of-education allowances at non-public institurions. Policymakers
who subscribe to this belicf generally hold thar keeping direct costs to
students at 2 minimum ot providing financial aid programs represents a sub-
stantial and sufficicnt contribution to students' educational costs.

In this study, the concern is with direct educational costs to the student,
even though it is known that indirect costs exert a strong influence on stu-
dent decisions to attend school, cspecially {n the case of minority/poverty
students whose earnings might be nsed to suppert their parents and ather
family members.

A student's cost of education can vary considerably with his choices of in-
stitutions and living arrangements. For ecxample, if he lives at heme with
biz parents and attends & two-year public community or junior college, his
costs will be much les’ than if he attends a four-year private university

and resides in a domitory on campus or apartment off campus. If a student

is married and/or has children, his costs of education will differ from those

Q 5
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of the single student who i{s dependent on his parents for a part of his fi-
nancial support.

There is disagreement among policymakers regarding what types and amounts of
money are legitimate direct educational costs., Some financial eld programs
treat only tuition and fees as '"leglitimate™ costs, Seme financial aid ad-
ministrators, in determining the financial need of students who reside with
their parents, will make no allowances for the student's room and board even
though this arrangement costs parents money. S5till others whoe assess a
constant allowance for commuting are dramatically different,

Another name of these out-of.pocket costs is the "student budget." As data
for this study were collected, it was noted that financial aid program ad-
ministrators' estimates of student budgets varied dramatically within states
for the same types of institutions. This variance, together with other re-
search on student expenditures, indicates that student budgets may in many
instances be unrealistic. State and Federal policymakers would be well ad-
vised to seek more accurate determination of student costs; if financial
need represents the differences between costs and ability to pay, and awards
are based upon this difference, many systematic injustices may take place in
the distribution of sid dollars. Student financial aid dollars are limited.
If budgets are unrcalistically low, aid dollars may not have their maximum
impact because the need they meet may still leave the student and his family
with an undue sacrifice which they may be unable to make. Lf budgets are
unrealistically high, limited aid dollars will be distributed t0 students
who don't need thewm while otler equally needy students may be excluded from
awards,

The second set of i{ssues connected with definition of need arises from the
concept of "what a student and his family can ressonably afford to expend"
to meet educational cests, While the determination of "abllity to pay" for
costs of education has a rather lengthy history and many acceptable need
analysls systems have been developed and utilized, there i3 still disagree-
ment among policymakers on procedures of need anailysis. For example, the
current Federal need 2nalysis system for the Basic Educational Opportunity
Grant Program (BEOGP) expects an annual contribution of $669 from a family
of five with an annual income of $9,000, while the College Scholarship Ser-
vice Suggests such a family would be able to contribute $446 roward the edu-
cation of one child in college.

Part of this difference i5 related to the ways in which assets and savings
are treated by the different Systems., Another part of the difference is re-
lated to the use of the BEOGP need @nalysis system to ration limited aid
funds among applicants, Like many state program need analysis systems, the
BEOGP system i3 strongly influenced by the amount of aid money to be distri-
buted, and not necessarily by the annual financial circumstances of the aid
applicants.

All of the sbove illustrates that while the financial need of an individual
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student Is a real amount of money, demonstrated financial neced 1s the differ-
ence between some estimate of cost and another estimate of the student's
ability to pay for those costs, If policymakers choose to raise family con-
tribution expectations or to disallow many types or amounts of expenditures,
demonstrated financial need can be reduced to zero., On the other hand, 1f
pelicymakers choose to reduce famlly contribution expectations oOr raise the

student budgets, demonstrated financial need could experience a dramatic
increase,

The financial need of groups of students ls the subject of consideration

here. The name of this subjecc 1s "aggregate fingncial need". The aggregate
need of a group of students is dependent on the cholces of institutions and
living circumstances that each member of the group has made. I1f, for eéxample,
all students in a2 group who were from low income families with low ability

to pay chose to attend low cost institutions, then the aggregate nced for the

group would be lower than Lif most of them chose to attend high cost institu-
tions.

Not all lower income students attend low cost iInstitutions nor do all higher
income students attend high cost institutions. The reason for this is that
student choices of postsecondary education are not entirely ecconomic, but
are decisions influenced by many complex famiilal, personal, social, and
educational factors, Table 1 displays the weighted average costs that all
full-time undergraduates paid at different types of institutions in the re-

gion in 1971-72, The weighted averages are based upon the costs and eonroil-
ments in that year.

TABLE 1

Weighted Average Student Budgets for Postsecoendary
Institutions, SREB States, 1971-72

Institutional Types Regident Commuter
f-Year Public Colleges $2,010 $1,675
4-Yoar Non-Public Colleges 3,210 2,760
2-Year Public Colleges 1,855 1,600
Z-Year Non-Public Colleges 2,410 1,845
Public Vo-Tech Institutes 1,900 1,330

Table 2 dieplays the family income distributions of students by types of
institutions in the region i{n 1971-72.

Q 7
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TABLE 2

Family Income Distributions of Farolled Dependent Students
By lnstitut{onal Type, SREB States, 197)-72

Tncome Interval 4« Year f4-Yeay 2-Yeatr 2=Year Va-Tech
Public HNon-Public Public Non=Public Institutes
Less than $6000 23.8% 21.4% 31.9% 26.1% 46.7%
$6000 to $8999 20.4 17.8 26.4 24.0 25.5
$9000 to $11,999 19.1 16.3 19.8 19.4 15.8
More than $12,000 36.7 44,5 2.9 30.5 12.0
100.0% 100.0% 100,0% 100.0% 100. 0%
Median Income 59,911 $10,987 $8,057 $8,987 $6,388

The data in Table 2 indicate that students from low {ncome families fre-
quently enroll in low cost public two-year colleges and vocational-techni~
cal schools. Students from upper income familles frequeantly enroll {n four-
year colleges and universities, Another way of looking &t the distributions
ts to look 8t the way all students from a particular {ncome interval en-
rolled in varfous lastitutions. These data are presented In Table 3,

TABLE 3
Percentage of Enrolled Dependent Students By

Income Interval gnd Imstitutiomal Type,
SREB States, 1971-72

Less than $6000 to $9690 to Morz than Al
Institutional Type $6000  $8999  $11,999  §12,000 Students
4-Year Public Colleges 51,5% 53.6% 52.4% 59.6% 55.9%
§4.Year Non-Public Colleges 16.5 16.7 16.6 25.7 19.9
2-Year Publlc Colleges 21.6 21.8 21.7 .1 17.5
2-Year Non-Public Colleges 2.2 2.5 2.4 2.0 2.2
Public Vo-Tech Institutes 8.2 _ 5.4 6.9 1.6 4,5
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0%

From Table 3 it can be seen that while they enroll Just 22 percent of all
students, the public two-year colleges and vocational-technical schools en.
roll almost 30 percent of the students from families of 'less than $6G00"
anoual inceme. Conversely, these {nstitutions enroll less than 13 percent

of all the students from families with income of "more than §$12,000" per year.
Also of note (s that while only one out of every five gnrolled stydents
attended a four-year non-public college, one out of avery four students from
families with incomes of "more than $12,000" were enrolled at these types

of institutions,
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The distribution of students of varfous financial capabilities among {nsti-
tutions of different costs prodiced an cstimated aggrcgate financial tced of
$1,089,220,000 €or full-time enrolled unlergraduates {n the SREB states in
1371~72, Table 4 displays the ampunts of aggrepate nced by institutional
types .

TABLE 4
Estimated Aggregate Financial Need for Full-time
Undergraduates By Institutional Types,
SRES Statos, 1971-72

{amounts {p millions)

Institutional Type . %
Flnancial Need % Total Need Total Enrollment

4-Year Pyblic Colleges $534.60 49, 1% 55.8%
4=Year Non-Public Colleges 348.82 32.0 19.9
2-Year Public Colleges 140.06 12,9 17.5
2-Year MNon~Public Colloges 28.15 2.6 2.2
Public Vo-Tech Institutes 37.39 3.4 L YL
§1.089,22 100.0% 100,07

Since the income distributicns of the students enrolled at the public four-
yeatr colleges are not dramatically different from those of non-public four-
year colleges, the disproportionate financial need of the latter is some-
what attributable to higher student budgets. While the four-year mnon-public
colleges enroll only 20 percent of the students, these students experiernce
32 percent of the aggregate financial need.

The caleulated aggregate financial necd of independent students (those stu-
dents who are not dependent on thelr parents for financial support) was
added into the institutional totals cited above., Table 5 displays the ag-
gregate financial nced of students by family fncome and independent student
status.

The students from lower income families, as should be expected, have the
greatest proportion of financial need. For example, while students from
families of less than $9,000 annual income represent about 36 percent of all
enrollcd students, they expericence almost 70 percent of the aggregate fi-
nancial need. It will be noted that only a small percentage of the aggregate
need {s experienced by students Erom famiiies of "more than $12,000" annual
tncome. In most state summaries no financial need will be shown Eor these
students. This does not mean there are no individual students with financial
need from families In thig income range., [t means that, in the aggregate,
students in this group have relatively littie financial neced. (See Appendix
A for a more complete discussion of this issue.)

Q 9

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TABLE 5
Estimated Aggregate Financlal Need for Full-time
Undergraduates By Family income Interval
SREB States, 1971-72

{amounits in millionsg)

Income Interval %
Financial Need % Total Heed Total Enrpllment

tess than $6000 $445,67 40,9% 21.2%

46000 to $8,999 306,56 28.1 14.%

89000 to $11,999 139.70 12.8 15.3

More than $12,000 7.90 0.7 28,3

Iodependent 189,39 17.5 20.3
51,085.22 100.0% 160,.0%

The patterns of financial need experienced by students at different types of
institutions snd from different income intervals wary by statea., Tables 6
and 7 display the ratios between percentages of enrollment and percentages
of financial need for each state. A number larger than 1.00 indicates the
percentage of aggregate financial need is higher than the percentage of en-
rolled students.

TABLE 6

Ratio of Total Aggregate Need to Total Enrollment
By lnstitutional Types, SREB States, 1971-72

State 4-Year Yy -Year 2-Year 2-Year Public
Public Non~Public Public Non~Public Vo=-Tech
Alabama .902 2.106 569 1.333 726
Arkansas .878 1.582 633 1.186 1,140
Florida 957 1.739 692 1.571 --
Georgia 827 2.214 713 « 205 328
Kentucky .8358 1,722 489 1.850 --
Louiglana 531 2.385 -- -- .B26
Maryland 926 i1.515 821 2.667 -
Mlssiasippl 1,081 1,702 «39% 1.727 --
North Carolina 823 1.687 535 1.089 #5379
Sauth Carolina .788 1.480 - 1,189 770
Tennessee 806 1.631 564 1.500 667
Texas 1,1%5 1.825 .799 1,600 1.625
yirginia 90% 1.510 659 1.269 --
West Virginis «B49 1.694 +723 1.044 --
Reglon 380 1.608 737 1.182 . 739

10



TABLE ?

Ratio of Total Aggregate Need to Total Enrollment
by Income lontervels, SREB States, 1971-72

State lLess than 56000 te  $9000 to More than Independent
$6000 58999 511,999 $12,000 Student
Alabama 1.904 1.447 £ 725 074 865
Arkansas 1.650 1.309 330 - 893
Florida 1.977 1,733 1.035 065 851
Georgla 2.010 1.667 985 121 196
Kentucky 2.101 1.546 649 - 1.040
Louisiana 2.075 1.632 322 “a 1.158
Maryland 2.331 1,946 1.216 . 915
Mississippl 1.737 1,283 Al -- 971
Xorth Carolina 2.005 1.653 .933 .036 809
South Carolina 2,148 1.677 937 -a 820
Tennessee 2.104 1.728 . 782 -- 1.022
Texas 1.894 1,582 773 - . 789
Virginia 2.349% 1.963 1.162 - 897
West Virginia 1.961 1.660 926 -- 1.144
Region 1.92% 1.886 .837 025 862

These tables help to L{llustrate the pelnt that each state’s financlal ald
problem or the aggregate need of the students enrelled in the state is soms-
what different in pattern from another state. For example, the differencr
between the ratios of peed o0 enrollment for four-yzar publlic and four-year
non-publie colleges for the reglon {g .728. But for Alabama, Georgia,
Kentucky, louisiena, and North Carolina the respective differences are 1.204,
1.387, .864, 1.554, and .86%4. This indicates that the distributions of stu-
dent &bility to pay and of costs at public and non-public four-year colleges
in these states are dramatically different. It further indicates that §f it
were desirable to policymakers "equalize" the costs of attending four-year
public and non=public colieges In these states, considerable amounts of fi-
nanical aid would be necessary.

By using Che ratios in Tabhie 7 it is possible to make comparisons of the
relative financial ald problem of students from different family income cir-
cumstances. For example, in Florida, Mar pland, and Virginia the ratio of
financial need to enrollment of students from families in the $9,000 to
$11,999 income interval exceeds 1.00, This indicates that the financial need
of these students In these states 1s exacerbated by thelr greator enrollment

at higher cost institutions than in other states, such as Arkansas, loulsisna,

and Kentucky.

1f need and conrollments were of the same proportion, then Lt could be hypoth-
esized that costs and student ability to pay were In balance and the flow of

students among institutions 18 closely related to casts of those institutions.
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But costs and student ability to pay are not in balance in any state., 1In
80mo grates the imbalance 19 attributable more to different costs among in-
stitytional types and in others it 1s due move to differences in student
ability to pay among institutfonal types. The imbalance in both cases is,
in part, related to the impact of student financial afd on student choice
of college decisfons. This point will become clearer in Chapter 3 with a
digscussion of unmet financial peed.

The aggregate financial need for the SREB stares exceeds one billioa dellars.
The next chapter wi{ll examine the avallability of financial aid to meet that
need.

12



CHAPTER 2

AVATLABLE STADENT FINANCTIAL AID IN TuE SREB STATES

The sources of financial assistance are myriad in number, but researchers
usually group them Into four basic categories: institutions, state govern-
ments, the Federal government and private agencies (banks. credit unions,
sarings and loan associations, professional associations, businesses and
industries, church and civic groups, and service clubs),

Because of the nature of data availlable to SREB, six sources of ald are
tdentified in this chapter, [t was not possible (n maay programs to deter-
mine what proportion of the dellar amounts of awards were state, Federal,
tnstitutional or private in origin. For example, public institutions' atd
programs are in part suppotted by sta’e appropriations. However, the dif-
ferent ways whereby appropriations are allocated within states, the differ~
ent ways In which the monies are distributed to students, and the ways in
which the funds are reported as used hy the {nstitutions all make it diffi-
cult {f nor impossible to obtaln a precise estimate of rhe percentage that
originate in state appropriations.

If all public {nstitutional aid dollars reported below came Erom appropria-
tions and thess were added to dollars directly ayaflable to studeats through
state student financial aid programs, no more than 20 percent of all avail-
able gid could come from state appropriations. The best estimate of state
support of student financial aid in the SKEB states is that it {s between
five and ten percent of all savailable aid from all spurces.

Another problem in assessing the origin of aid dollars ts found in the aid
avallable to students through the Federally Iasured and Guaranteed Lozn
Programs. Some of these programs could be considered state programs in the
sense that they are administered by states, are funded by state appropria-
tions or the sale of general revenue bonds, and are operated for the citizens
of the states., They may, however, also be considered as cooperative efforts
by the states, the Federal government, and private agencies. GStates [Ere-
quently admin{ster these loan programs, private lenders provide most of the
capital, and the Federal government guarantees to the lender that the loan
will be repaid and, in some cases, provides an interest subsidy to the bor-
rower while he is enrolled,

A third problem area is that of educational beanefits or those awards which
are provided to students based upon (1) theiv oyn or their parents' status

as a veteran, (2) their status as a Soci{al Se¢curity bencfir- ‘ecipfent o

{3) participation in a vocational rehablilitation program. Many of these
programs, espectally the vocational rehabilitation ones, utilize both Federal
and state dollars.

For these reasons, six categories of sources of ald are utilized in this

O
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report:

Federal Student Aid Programs - include the instituticnally-based College
Work Study Program {CWSP), and National Direct Student Loan Program {NDSL),
the Supplementary Economic Opportunity Crant Program (SE0G), the Heglth
Profaagions and Nursing Student Assistance Program, the Law Enforcement Edu-
¢ation Program (LEEP), and the Cuban Loan Program. The Basic Educational
gpportunity Grant Program (BEOGP) also falls in this category byt it was not
in operation during the year under study.

State Student Aid Programs - {aclude those comprehensive or categorical
scholarship and/or loan programs which are operated through agencies ather
than institutions to provide assistance to students.

Guaranteed Loan Programs - include the Federally-sponsored Federally Insured
Student Loan Program EFISLP) and the Guaranteed Loan Program (GLP).

Institutional Student Aid Programs ~ include those fupds available primarily
through the institutions &s well as funds which gre directly controlled by
the institution and which are not included in any of the other categories
listed, The amount comprises all non-federal institutionally administered
scholarships, loans, and student employment opportunities,

State and Federal Educational Benefits « include Social Security educational
benefits, vocational rehabilitation benefits, and skate veterans® or veterans'
dependents' benefits., They do not include United States Veterans Administra-
tion benefits (see Appendix A for further tiscussion of VA benefits).

Private and Other Student Aid Programs « include loans, scholarships, and
work from private agencies and foundations, church and civic groups, and
local community organizations.

In 197172, there was an estimated total of $828.78 wmillfon dollars available
to full~time undergraduates in SREPR states from those gix sources. Table §
presents the available aid by source.

The largest single source of financial aid was from Federal student aid pro-
grams. An almost equivaleat amount of student aid was available through
institutional student aid programs. State and Federal Educational Benefits
and Guaranteed Loan Programs each provided for about gne £1fth of the total
available dollars. The remainder of the aid was either from state studesnt
aid programs or from private and other student aid programs.

The availability of aid dollsrs, by source, varies among states and institu-
tions. Variances among institutional types are, however, more significant
than those by state, Table 9 displays the percentages of available aid by
source for each institutional typa.

14



TABLE 8

Sources of Student Financial Aild for fFull-time
Undergraduates, SREB States, 1971-72

(amounts in millions)

Socurce Amount ¥ _of Total
Federal Student Afd Programs $227.09 27.4
Institutional Student Aid Programs 222,11 26.8
State and Federal Fducation Benefits 188.13 22,7
Guaranteed Loan Programs 169.90 2G.5
State Student Afd Programs 13.26 1.6
Private and Other Student Aid Programs . 8.29 1.0
$828.78 100.0%
TABLE 9

Sources pf Student Financial Aid for Full-time
Undergraduates By Institutional Types,
SREB States, 1971-72, In Percents

Source 4-Year &4-Year 2-Year 2-Year 5:E%izh
Public Non-Public Public Hon-Public Institute
Federal Student Aid
Programs W 45 35.1% 23,8% 41.2% 14.7%
Institutional Student
Aid Programs 28.5 35.2 7.0 18.7 .5
State and Fedaral Edu-
cational Benefits 23.5 12.1 34.8 19,2 63.4
Guaranteed Loan Programe  21.0 14.3 32.6 18.0 17.4
State Student Aid
Programs 1.6 2.3 0.8 1.9 0.0
Private and Other Student
Ald Programs 1.0 1,0 1.0 1.0 1.0
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Percent all Aid 54.8 27.6 13.0 2.2 2.4

Federal student afd programs are the source of glmost 36 percent of the aid
available to non-public college students, Lf the guaranteed lpan programs
are considered in addition to the Federal student aid programs. non-public
college students recefve 34 percent of all financial aid from aid programs
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which are directly supported by the Federal govermment. It is clear that
without Federal govevnment support of non-public college students, the non-
public ceolleges would be in even greater financial distress. 1t will be
noted in Table 19 that over 33 percent of al) the Federal student aid and
guaranteed loan program dollars are available to non-public college students,
who comprige only 22 percent of all gtudents included in this study.

It 1s widely known that non-public colleges spend proportionately nore of
thelr own resources on student ald than do public colleges. While this is
the cage, the percentage of total aid avallable to non-public four-year
college students from their institutions fg not substantially different from
that available to public Four-year college students. ¥From the student's
point of view, the higher costs of the non-public institutlions are not off-
set by greater proporticns of institutional student aid. Without tie aid
from the other sources, it is unlikely that necedy students c<ould afford to
attend non-public <olleges.

The belief that providing low-tuition education to students is sufficient to
permft access to public two-ycar colleges and vocational-technlcal institutes
is reflected in the percentages of institutional aid dollacs available at
these institutions., Only 6 percent of all aid available to students attend-
ing these lower cost institutions Ls available from institutional Ffunds.

1f these students did not have access to other sources of aid, their finan-
¢ial aid problem would be significantly larger.

State and Federal educationat benefits constitute nearly two-thirds of all
the aid available to vocational-technical institute students., If these stu-
dents are not eliglble for educational benefits, their only other signifi-
cant sources of afd are the Federal student ait and the guaranteed lo2n
programs. These two sources account for nearly the remaining one third of
the aid available to students who attend the vocational-technical institutes.

Table 10 shows how the total aid from each source is distributed among the
types of institutlons, This table and the data Lln Table 9 illustrate one

of the principle reasons for the financlal aid problem in the regicn and the
nation, namely the uneven distribution of aid among institutions.

It may help the reader to turn back to Table 4 (page 5) which shows the per-
centage distributions of financlal need and enrollments before reading on.
With the slight exception of the vocatlonal-technical inst{tutes the distri-
butlon of Federal student ald program monies closely conforms to the distri-
bution of aggregate financial need. This is in part because the programs
Included in this source are based on financial need.

The distributlons of state and Federal educational penefits and guaranteed
loans conform more closely to the distribution of enroliments among insti-
tutions, Since educational benefits are not "need-based,' the first confor-
mity might reascnably be expected. The distribution of guaranteed loans

in conformity with the distribution of enrollments is harder to explain.
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TABLE 10
Distridution of Student Financial Aid Sources for Full-
time Undergraduates Among Institutional [ypes,
SREBR States, 1971-72, (n Pervent

Institu- Educa-

Federal tional ticnal Guaran- State Private
Institutional Types Student Student Bege? teed Stydent Student
A Ald fits Loans Atd Ald
G-Yr Public Colleges 48.8% 56.3% 56.,6% 58.9% 52.9%  54.,8%
&-Yr Non-Public
Colleges 3%.3 36.3 15.0 19.0 38.3 7.7
2-Yr Publlic Colleges i1l.3 3.4 20.0 20.8 6.3 3.0
2-Yr Non-Public
Colleges 3.3 1.5 1,9 @ 2.9 2.2
Public Vo-Tech
Institutes 1.3 0.3 6.5 LU 0.0 2.3
100.0% 100.G4 100.0% 10G.0% 100,04 100.0%

One possible explanation is that a large proportion of these loans could be
"loans of convenicuce” and not necessarily needs-based. In other words,
many loans might have been issued te students in amounts which excioeded
their demonstrated financial need, simply For the recipleats' Eifnancial con-
venience. [t is worthwhile to note that a possible reason for the compara-
tively large percentage of educational benefits available to vocational-
technical institute students iz that many of the dollars are awarded under
vocational rehabilitation programs for types of study which are available
only at these institutions.

The distributions of available aid from other sources do not closely corre-
spond with cfither the distribution of need or enrollments of inetitutions.

In addition to the {nstitutional varfations in sources of aid, there are in-
st{tutional variations in the types of aid available to students. Financial
aid is offered to students in the form ¢f scholarships, grants, loans,
employment, or educational benefits. Scholarships or grants include awards
aof money, taition discounts, remissions of tuition and fees, or similar con-
ditions that require neither repayment nor service to be performed by the
student. Loans include awards of moncy that require Yepayment in dollars or
service, in whole or in part, or without payment of interest. Fmployment
awatrds require the student to provide his services for either a specified
and announced duration, or for an unspecified duration, limited by the time
necded to complete a given task, Educational bencfits, as defined above,
are things such as Social Security educational benefits, vocatfonal vehabili~

tation benefits, and payments made to veterans or their dependents as & con-
sequence of military service.
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TABLE 11

Types of Available Aid BY Institutional Types,
SREB States, 1971-72

{amounts in miliions)

Institutional Grants Loans Work Educational Total
Tybe Benefits

4-Year Public $115.82 25.5% $153.48 33,77 $78.35 17.3% $106.68 23.5%7 $454.33 100.0%

4= Year Non-
— Public 84.80 37.1 73.56 32.2 42.59 18.6 27.79 12.1 228.72 100.0
o0

2-Year Public 11.95 10.3 42.78 39.6 16.65 15.3 37.53 34.8 108.01 100.0

2=Year Non-

Public 4.02 22.0 6.06 33.2 4.68 5.6 3.%1 19.2 18.27 100.0

Public Vo-Tech
Ianstitutes 0.85 4.4 3.85 19.8 2.42 12.5 12.33 63.3 19.45 100.0

Region 216.56 26.1 279.71 33.7 144.69 7.3 187.86 22.7 828.78 100.0




[E

Table 11 displays the distribution ¢f financial aid by types of institutions
in the region. More eid is available in the form of loans than any cther
type of award. Loans and work sccount for over one half of the available
aid from all sources. This fact is noted becavse some observers, in dis-
cussing student financial aid, categorize aid into just two types--grants
and self help. Self help has two forms--work and loans.

Self-help, so these observers offer, {s not student aid in a literal sense.
A student who i3 paid an hour's wage for work worth that wage is not being
“given" anything. He is earning what he is receiving. Loans, it is offered,
are not really student aid but are "student facilitations" in the sense that
they are usually on a “learn now, pay later” basis, for they are frequently
repald with interest, The interast rate is crucfal. If the rate is below
market rates, the student has received 8 subsidy. The total amount of the
subsidy is determined by the repayment terms. Thus the subsidy, and not the
loan itself, these observers would consider as student sid. Grants and edu-
cational benefits are the only form of financial aid for which the donor

does not receive 8 direct and more or less immediate benefit from the recip-
fent’s education.

Grant money represents a greater percentage of available aid at the four-
year nen-public colleges than at any other tyoe of institutfion., Quite smail
percentages of the aid avaflable to public compunity or junior colleges and
vocational-technical schools are in the form of grants. If educational bene-
fits are excluded, students at these lower cost institutions receive 8
greater proportion of their financial aid in loans than in any type of awasrd.

Another way of describing the distribution of aid by types is displayed in
Table 12. This table shows how each type of award is distributed among in-

stitutions, Two facts should be noted. While the four-year non~public col-
lege students receive about 28 percent of all available afd, they receive
over 32 percent of available grant money, The public community and junior

TABLE 12
Distribution of Student Financial Aid Types, for Full.

time Undergraduates Among Institutional Types,
SREB States, 1371-72, In Percents

Institutional Types Grants Loans Work Ed;:ﬁ;é:::l Total
4-Year Public Colleges 53,5% 54 .8% 54.2% 56,6% 54.8%
4-Year Non-Public Colleges 39,2 26.3 29.4 15.0 27.6
2-Yesr Public Coileges 3.1 15.3 11.5 20.0 13.0
2-Year Non-Public Colleges 1.8 2.2 3.2 1.9 2.2
Public Vo-Tech Institutes 0.4 1.4 1.7 6.5 2.4

100.0% 100.0% 100.07% 100.0% 100.0%
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collega students, who recelve 13 percent of all avallable aid, only recelve
five parcent of all grant monies.

A third way of categorizing financial aid is by its degree of availability.
There are three categories of availability of funds:

Genexal Avaflability - unrestricted funds generally but not completoly based
upon financial need for which the largest numbexr of applicants can qualify
and from which the largest number may be eligible to receive assistance,

Limited Availability - funds typlcally, but not exclusively, awarded or
assigned to reciplents on the basis of specific characteristics or educa-
tional goals with considerations of financial need, but not awarded strictliy
on the basis of financial need,

Restricted Availability - fumnds which are highly restricted by geography,
curriculum, secondary school preparation, institutfonal matriculation, donor
prefexrences or cholces,or special and unusual recipient characteristics,
Need may or may not be a4 qualification for an award,

Funds and awards from programs in the latter two categories are used to
achieve goals in addition to or in lieu of meeting a student's Einancial aid
needs., Amorg these goals are: one, to reward the recipient for some achive-
ment or status; two, to encourage the recipicnt to enroll in particular pro-
grams of study; and, three, to encourage rccipients to enroll in specific
institutions or kinds of {institutions.

1€ publtic policymakers desive to provide aid reciplents with Ereedom of
access to some form of postsecondary cducation or freedom of cheice of post-
secondary educational programs of institutions, then funds with general
availability are the ones which are best suited to the task. For this rea-
son, special attention is giveu to these funds in this report.

Some examples of programs which fall in each category may be helpfut.
General Availability includes funds from the Federal KDSL, SE0G, and CWS
Programs, and some state student financial aid programs, Limited Avallabil-
Ity includes the Federal Law Enforcement Education Program, the Health Pro-
fessions and Nursing Student Assistance Program, and the Cuban Loan Program,
as well as most of the funds reported in this study as Guaranteed Loan Pro-
gram funds. Restricted Availability includes Social Security Admin{stration,
vocational rehabititation programs, state veterans' assistance programs, and
most private church and c¢ivic group or other agency funds. Scholarships
avarded to students for athletic, music or other special talents fall in
this category.

Because insufficient data were available to make good estimates of the
amounts of aid avai'able in the limited and restricted categories for each
type of Institution or income interval, only aid that falls in the general
avallability category is discussed below. For all SREB states, however, it
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ls estimated that 44 percent of the aid 1s in the general avallability cate-
gory, 24 percent is in the limited avallability category, and the remaining
32 percent is In the restricted avallability category.

Table 13 displays the amount of aid, by fonstitutional type, which falls in
the general availability category.

TABLE 13
Total and Generalty Available Financial Ald for Full-
time Undergraduates By Institutional Types,
SREB States, 1971-72

{amounts in millions)

9 Generally % Generally
Institutional Types Total Aid Total Ald Avallable Generally Avallable
Afd Avafilable Total Ald
4-¥r Public Colleges  $454,33 54 ,8% $185.82 50.9% 40.9%
4-Yr Mon-Public
Colleges 228.72 27.6 135.45 37.1 59.2
2-Yr Public Colleges 108,01 13.0 28.64 7.9 26,5
2-Yr Non-Public
Colleges 18.27 2.2 10,35 2.8 56.7
Public Vo-Tech
Iﬁstltutes 19.‘!5 2-" ‘.160 . 103 23»7
$828.78 100.0% $364.91 100,0% 44 ,0%

The four.year non-public college students have access to & greater percent-
age of aid In the general avallability category than they do te toral ald,
37.1 percent as compared to 27.6 percent. The proportions of total aid and
of generally avatllable aid te which public four-year college students have
access are similar.

Only about one of every four dollars of ald available to public community

and junior colleges or vocational-technical institutes s generally avall-
able, While these students have access to over 15 percent of all the avail-
able aid, they have access to only nine percent of the ald which s generally
available. These two facts indicate that Lf a financlially needy student
wants to enroll at one of thesec types of fnstitutions his chances of re-
celving financlal aid are less than at four-year colleges hecause of the
restrictions on the ald available to him.

It has been noted that students of different family financial circumstances
earoll at different types of institutions. The distributions of students
and of financial aid among fnstitutions produces a distribution of avallable
ajd amoag students which ls displayed in Table l4.
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TABLE 14
Financial Need, Total Afid, and Generally Avasilable Afd
for Full-time Undergraduates BY Family Lncome
Intervals, Srep States, 1671-72
(amounts ip millions)

Income Interval Financisl Need Total Available Generaliy Availsble

. AMd Aid
Less than $6000 $445.67 $332.74 $169.63
$6000 to $8999 106.56 226.40 113.66
$9000 to $11,999 139.70 91.96 49.01
More than $12,000 7.90 13,83 8,52
Independent Students 189.39 103.83 _ 24,09
§1,089.22 $828,78 $364.91

Financial need and avallstle ald are unevenly distributed among students of
different family financial clrcumstances, just as they are unevenly distri-
buted among students &t different types of institutions. Table 15 displays
the percentages of need, avallable ald, and generally available aid by {p-
come intervals,

TABLE 15

Percentage of Enrollments, Financlal Need,
Total Ald, and Generally Available Ald
for Full-time Undergraduates BY
Family Income Intervals
SREB States, 1971-72

Total Cenerally
Income Interval Enrollment Financial Avallabile Avallable
Need __Ald Aid
Less than $6000 21.2% 40,9% 40, 2% 46.5%
$6000 to $899¢ 14.9 28.1 27.3 .2
$9000 to $11,999 15,3 12.8 1.1 13.4
More than $12,000 28.3 0.7 4.9 2.3
Independent Students 20.3 17.5 12,5 6.6
100.0% 100.0% 100, 0% 100.0%

The greatest proportional differences between financial need and available
aid are found In the upper family income interval and in the "independent
student" interval., These differences are largely due to policies which
govern the administration of student financial aid. The students from fami-
lies with incomes of 'more than $12,000" per year who have access to ald
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funds are likely to have access to ald which {s in the iimited or restricted
categories of avallabiliity and, therefore, not based strictly on financial
necd. Their aid might include academic, athletic or other special taleat
scholarships which are not based on flnancial need but are designed to re-
ward students and attract thom into school,

The differences {n percentages of need and avatlable afd for the independent
students are also {nfluenced by policies governing the administration of

aid but in a different fashion. First of all, there is much disagreement
among financial &id administrators <oncerning the calculation ¢f finanelal
need for Lndependent students., Another possible explanation i{s that aid
programs might exclude Independent students from eligibility by strict reg-
ulations concerning independence. A third ewplanation, which is related to
the second, is that agencles or iInstitutlons which create or fund flnancilal
programs subseribg to the belfief that a student’s famlly L{s responsible for
his cogts of cducation, whether his "family" Is his wife and children or his
parents, Finally, while {t {s not a policy related explanation, the simple
fact that many Independent students enroll at public community and junfor
colleges or vocarional-technical fnstitutes, where financial atd resources
are limited, {nfluences these distributions.,

Regardless of the explanation for the lack of aid avallahle to independent
students, thelr increasing enrollment and their real needs call for changes
in policies regarding thetr eligibllity for €inancial aid.

The distributions of students, of costs, and of financial need, created 2
need for an estimated additional $339 million in financial ald for the full-
time undergraduate students in the region in 1971-72, In the next chapter
the nature of that unmet need will bg described.
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CHAPTER 3

UNMET FINANCIAL AID NEKDS 1N THE SREB STATES

The aggregate unmot financial aid need for [ull-time undergreduatos in the
SREB states in 1971-72 was $339,030,000. This is a minitum estimate--be-
cauyse of the nature of assumptions, estimations, approximations and method-
ology used in this study.

E
the distribution of the unmet nced by inst{tutional typeas was: Four-year
public colleges, $126,850,000; Feur-year non-public colleges, $136,930,000;
two-year pubiic colleges, $43,150,000; two-year non-public colleges,
$13,100,000, and public vocational-technical institutes, $19,000,000.

The percentage distributfons of enrollments, financial nced, available aid,
and unmat financial need are displayed in Table 16.

TABLE 16

Percentage of Enrollments, Financial Need,
Total Ald, and Unmet Need for Full-time
Undergraduates By Instituctional Types,
SREB States, 1971-72

Institucional Types Earoliment Fi“;:;éal Ava;::ble Unmet Need
4-Year Public Colleges 55.8% 49.1% 564.,8% 37.4%
4-Year lMon-Publfc Colleges 19.9 32.0 27.6 40.4
2-Year Public Colleges 17.5 12,9 13.0 12.7
2-Year Non-Public Colleges 2,2 2,6 2.2 3.9
Public Vo-Tech Institutes 4.6 3.4 2.4 5.6
100.0% 100,0% 100.0% 100.0%

The data indicate 2 dramatic problem for the non.public colleges. These
colleges enroll 22 percent of the students who have 35 percent of the Einan-
cial need, but gver 44 percent of a1l the unmet need, The public vocational-
technical f{nstitutes are, however, in an even worse relative position,

While their #nroliment represents only 4.6 percent of the total, and they
have Just 3.4 percent of the financfal nced, they have 5,6 percent of the
unmet need,

Another way of looking at the unmet neced problem ig by the extent to which
each dollar of need is satisfied. At Ffour-year public colleges, for every
dollar of feed, 76 cents in afd is available to meet that need. The corre-
sponding amounts for the other institutions are: four-year non-publlc col-
teges, 61 cents; two-year public colleges, 69 cents; two-year non-public
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colleges, 53 cents, and public vocational-technical institutes, 51 cents.

The unmet flnancilal need of students of different family fliancial clrcum.
stances is dispiayed in Table 17. It will be noted that the mathematical
difference between financial nced and available aid 1s not ecqual to urmet
needs {0 any interval. Also, Eor the "more than $12,000" {nterval, there

13 unmet need even though there 15 almost tén times as much avallable aid

as there 1s need at this {nterval. The rcason for these "illogical' dif-
ferences is that oid and need are not evenly distributed among income inter-
vals among or within {nstituticnal types. The aggregating of need, ald,

and unnet need across income intervals, i{nstitutions, and states produced
these apparent anomalies.

TABLE 17

Financial Need, Total Ald, and Ummet Need for Full-time
Undergraduates By Family Income Intervals,
SREB States, 197172

(gnounts in millions)

Income Interval Financial Need Available Atd Unmet Need
Less than 36000 $445 .67 $332.74 $116,11
36000 ro 58999 306.50 226.40 83.53
$9000 to $11,999 139.70 91.96 52.86
More than $12,000 7.90 73.55 1.84
Indepandent Studeats 189,39 103.83 84.69
51,085.22 5828.78 §339.03

By income intervals, unmet need is propoctionally distributed in close cor-
respondence to financial need with one sharply notable eXxception, that of
the independent students. While they have only 17 percent of the financial
aid pneeds, they have 25 percent of the unmet need. To put it another way,
for every dollar of financ{al need experienced by independent students, only
55 cents in financial aid is avaflable to meet thelr needs.

The students from families with incomes in the $9,000 ro 512,000 interval
also do not fare well in the distribution of avallable aid. Their financial
need represents 13 percent of all aggregate need but their unmet need rep-
resents '6 percent of all aggregate unmet need. For every dollar of finan-
cifal need experienced by these students, only 62 cents in financiel aid ias
avaiiable to meet their needs. Table 18 displays the proportional distr{-
butions of enrollment, financial necd, available aid, and unmet nved by fam-
ily income intervals.

In Chapter 1, ratios betweer the institutional enrollments and aggresgate
financial need were utili{zed to shew how financial need varied within and
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ameng states according to distributions of the students' ability to pay and
the institutional costs. In this chapter, ratios will be used to fllustrate
the extent to which the financial aid and the financial need distributions
lack correspondence., This will be donec as follows. The percentage of total
stat¢ aggregato need experienced by students at each type of institution (s
known, The porcentage of total state aggregate unmet nced experienced by
students at cach type of finstitution is alse known. The ratios between these

two percentages were calculatid for each institutienal type in each state,
These are displayed in Table 19.

TABLE 18

Percentage of Enrollments, Financial Need, Total Aid,
and Unmet Need for Full-time Undergraduates,
By Family Income Intervals,
SREB States, 1971-72

Income Interval Entollment Financial Available Unmet
Need Afd Me ed

Less than $6000 21.2% 40,97 50, 2% 34 ,3%
$§6000 to $8999 14.9 28.1 27.3 26,6
$9000 teo 511,999 15.3 12.8 11.1 15.6
More than $12.000 28.3 0.7 g.% 0.5

Independent Students 0.3 17.3 12.5 _25.0

100.0% 100.0% 160,07 100, 0%

If the amounts of financial aid available to needy students at cach type of
institution were effectively distributed according to the need of students
at those lnstitutions, the ratios would each be 1.00, “Effective distribu-
tion" refers here to the distribution of financial aid in accordance with
and in proportion to financial need, Regardliess of hew much or little aid
was available, If it were proportionately applied to the financial need of
students at cach type of institution, their proportion of ummet necd would
equal their proportion of financial need, If all aid wore effectively dis-
tributed, then any unmet need would simply be a Function of insufficient
funds, not the way the funds were distributed.

1f the ratio ls smaller than 1.00, the distribution of effective ald dellars
(those dollars that meet need) "discriminates' in favor of students at that
type of institution., If the ratio is larger than 1.00, the distribution of
cffective aid dollars discriminates against those students. The sums of the
ratios ior each state <an be used &s an indicator of the relative extent te
which the distribution of aid (not the amount Of aid) eontributes to the
unmet Einancial need problem in that state, When the ratios vary from 1,00,
the amount of variance serves as a relative indicator of the fneffective
distribution of financial aid. So that states with different numbers of
institutions ¢an be compared, the sum of all the differences between the
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ratios and 1.00 has been divided by the number of types of institutions in
that state. The larger the index number, the grearer the contribution of
the lack of correspondence in the distribution of ald makes toward unmet
need.

TABLE 19
Ratio of Proportions of Unmet Need to AgBregate

Financial Noced By Institutional Types,
SRE3 States, 1971-72

4-Year 2-Year Public Effoc-

State 2;:??2 Non~ iugi?z Non- Vo- tiveness
Public Public Techs Index
Alabama .787 1.488 048 .600 1.932 597
Arkansas <926 1.014 684 . 105 1.579 375
Florida . 790 1.277 902 1.818 - 351
Georgia .881 1.151 . 784 1.000 1.343 166
Kentucky 1.204 745 . 182 . 757 ~- 380
louisiana 426 2.358 -- -- 1,684 872
Maryland 1.006 688 1,327 1.375 -- 255
Mississippi .997 1.656 . 567 kY - 344
North Carolina A6 1.414 NN 1.705 1.041 402
South Carolina . 700 1,252 -- 1,111 1.175 210
Tennessee .882 .985 .323 2,121 1.726 531
Texas .691 1.031 1.628 1.688 1.846 500
Virginia «B4b 1.408 455 1.515 - 406
Wast Virginia . 523 2.039 .529 1.125 - 528
Reglon 762 1.263 . 984 1.500 1.647 333

In some states the distribution of available aid significantly contributes
to the unmet need problem. Alabama, Louislana, Tennessee, Toxas, and West
Virginia are states where the distribution of dollars is most uneven., On
the other hand, in Georgia, Maryland, and South Carolina unmet need is more
likely a function of the amounts of avallable ai{d rather than the way in
which it is distributed.

In all states, the distribution of aid discriminates against the public vo-
cational-technical institute studcnts. In every state but two, Kentucky and
Tennessee, the distribution of aid disctiminates against the four-year non-
public college students and discriminates in favor of four-ycar public col-
lege students. Louisiana and Maryland are the states in which this phenome-
non is most evident.

In 2l1 but two states, Maryland and Tcxas, the distribution of effective aid

is favorable to the students at public two-year colleges. This is especially
so in the states of Alabama and Kentucky.
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Alabama, Arkansas, and Mississippl are the only states where two-year non-
public college students are favored in the distribution of cffective aid.

In the preceding paragraphs, the discussion of the cffcctive distribution

of ald among institutions has focused on the provision of availabla dollars
to institutions in proportion to the need of thelr students. Put another
way, effective distribution of financial ald by Institutional types means
that needy students enrolled at different Institutlional types have access to
avallable ald in proportion to thelr need, It might be asked, "Wouldn't the
rolationship between proportions of financial need by Institutional types
and proportions of available aid by institutional types present a more mean-
ingful pleture of distribution cffectiveness?" The answer 1s negative be-
cause suclt a relationship would not take into account the way aid is dis-
tributed within institutional types as well as among them. In general, stu-
dents at one type of Institution may have access to a far greater proportion
of [inancial ald than their need “warrants" and stiil have a large unmet need
because the needy students within the institutfons don't receive the aid.

An example from Florida may help to clarify this point. Four-year public
college students in Florida have 35 percent of the total agpregate need,
have access to 40 percent of all available aid, and experience 28 percent of
all unmet need, Two-year public college students in Florida have 30 percent
of the total aggregate need, have access to 31 percent of the availlable aid,
and experience 2/ percent of thy unmet need. If aid were distributed to
needy students within these two types of institutions proportionately accord-
ing to need, the four-year ¢ollepe students would experience 25 percent of
the upmet need and the two-year college students would experience 26 percent
of the unmet need, But aid is not effectively distributed among students
within the institutions. Therefore, the ratio of proportions of financial
need to proportions of ummet need provides a better index of distribution
effectiveness since Lt takes into account the distribution of aid among and
within institutions.

Just as the distribution effectiveness of ald discriminatcs agalpst students
at seme institutions and discriminate. in favor o6f students at other types
of i{nstitutions, the distribution differentially effects students of varying
family financial circumstances. Table 20 shows how the distribution effec-
tiveness has an ilmpact on students across institutional types according to
their [inancial c¢ircumstances. As in Table 1%, the ratios between percent-
age of total financisl nced and total unmet financial need were calculated
for each {ncome interval. TIf the ratio is smaller than 1.0Q, the d{stri-
hution favors the students in that interval., If it is larger than 1.00, the
distribution discriminates agalnst those students. The distribution effec-
tiveness indices for each state were obtained by dividing the sum of the
differences in ratio (ratio ~ 1.00) by the number of income intervals,

The distvibution effectiveness indices for family [inancial c¢ircumstances

are effected by three varlables: the distribution of a{d among institutions,
the distribution of aid to students within institutlons, and the distribution
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of needy students among institutions. The indices can be interpreted as an
indication of the effect the distribution effectiveness index for Lnsti-
tutions has on students of different family Financial circumstances. The
fndices are significant 1f policymakers decide to plan financial aid pro-
grams which are directed toward students of particular family financisl cir-
cumstances rather than students enrclled at some type of institution. It
was noted earlier that independent students receive & small percentage of
avallable ald {p relation to thelr percentage of total need. This fact is
reflected In Table 20. In only one state, South Carolina, does the distri-
bution of effective financial aid favor the independent students. I
Kentucky, Loulsiana, Mississippl, and Texas the effective distribution of
ald seriously discriminates against the independent student.

TABLE 20

Fatlo of Proportions ¢f Unmet Need to AgSregate
Financial Need BY Income Intervals,
SREB States, 1971-72

tess than $6000 to $9000 to More than Lndepen- Effer~

State $6000 $8999  §11,999  §12,000 dent tiveness
Students [Index

Alabama .823 813 1.368 2,000 1.243 .85
Arkansas 966 .883 1.012 -- 1.384 L1372
Florida 923 940 1.148 - 1.189 JAL6
Georgla . 907 .901 1.165 .833 1.229 + 160
Kentucky .270 +481 «350 -- 2,830 932
Louisiana 039" .261 2-31? - 3-032 1»1?3
Maryland 9117 904 1.093 -- 1.117 .082
Mississippl .861 J640 2716 ee 2,059 460
North Carolina «965 884 1.349 .- 1.107 151
South Carolina 1.068 +969 1.300 -- . 547 213
Tennessee .859 906 1.034 -- 1.396 166
TeXas -6?? .81? -?93 .- 2.2[0 »"80
Virginia 611 975 1.575 -- 1,288 319
west Virginia 851 160 1.420 .- 1.275 1.134

Roglon .838 875 1.219 714 1.429 . 244

In only one state, South Carolina, does the distribution of aid discriminate
against the students from the "less than §$6,000" fanlly income interval and
here only slightly so.

The students from famiiies in the $9,000 to §$11,999 interval consistently do
not receive effective ald in propertion to thelr pneed., In only three states--
Kentucky, Mississippl, and Texas--doea the distribution favor these students.
To more extent the reason these students have an aggregate unmet need problem
is that very few dollars from educational benefits are available to them,
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The very low income students in Kentucky, Louisiana, Texss, and Virginis,

receive more favorable benefits from the effective distribution of aid chan
similar students in other states.

1o summary, four kinds of problems can be identified as influencing unmet
need: (1) the magnitude of available aid; (2) the distribution of aid among
fnstituticns; (3) the distribution of ald within iastitutional types; and
(4) the distribution of needy students ameag institutions.

Table 21 displays tho rank order by states of the ald distribution effec-
tiveness, indices by institutions and income intervals. Several interesting
facts are revealed in this table, The reader will recall that the lower

the index, the more effactive is the distribution of aid.

TABLE 21

Effective Aid Distribution Indices By
Institutions and Income Intervals,
SREB States, 1971-72

State Ins;;;:;ion Renk Incomgn;:ierval Rank
Alabama 597 13 385 9
Arkansas 375 & 137 [
Florida 351 S 116 2
Georgia 166 1 160 3
Kentucky 380 7 932 12
Louisiana 872 14 1,173 14
Maryland 255 3 82 1
Missicsippi 344 5 460 11
North Carolina 402 8 151 S
Scuth Carolina 210 2 213 7
Tennessee s73 12 166 6
Texas 500 10 480 10
virginia 406 9 319 ]
West Virginia 528 11 1,134 13

Georgia and Maryland rank "high' on both distribution indices, which {ndi-
cates that their unmet need problem is largely one of the magaltude of avatil-
able aid. Alabama, Louisiana, Texas and West Virginia have unmet need pro-
blems which are largely related to the distribution of aid among and within
institutions.

tTlorida and Mississippi's indices help to fllustrate the influence of aid
distributtions and needy student distributions on unmet need. The distribu-~
tion of aid dollars among and within institutions in beth states are rela-
tively effective. However, because needy students distribute themselves
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among institutions In these two states in different ways, the magnitude of
their unmet need is effected differently., Florida ranks secona on the fam-
{ly fipancial circumstances index, Mississippi ranks eleventh, If all
available aid were distributed according te need in Florida, the unmet need
problem would be reduced by 18 percent, lowever, in Mississippl unmet need
would be redured by 44 percent if all available aid were distributed accord-
ing to need, Thercfore, the f{nstitutional distribution effectiveness {ndex
in Florida has a greater impact on the unmet need problem than it does in
Mississippl,

Another way of looking at the impact of the distribution of available aid
is to simply subtract the amount of available aid from aggregate need 1in
each state and compare the difference, This will provide an indiecator of
the magnitude of the unmnet need problem which 1s related to distributfion
eifectiveness. These comparisons are presented in Table 22,

TABLE 22
Total Aggregate Unmet Need, Arithmetic Unmet
Heed and Percentage Difference B8y
SREB States, 1971-72

{amounts in millions)

State Aggregate Unmet Need  Arithmetic Unmet MNeed ¥ Difference
Alabama $18.02 §14,01 -22.3%
Arkansas 17.21 16,28 - 5,4
Florida 53.84 44,34 -17.6
Georgla 36,23 33,37 - 7.9
Kentucky 9,23 2.4% -73.7
loulsiana 5.84 {3.94)* -167.5
Maryland 23,62 17.90 -24,2
Mississippl 1.09 3.95 =44 .3
North Carolina 37.89 34,54 - 8.8
South Carolina 22,11 18.74 -15.2
Tennesses 27,135 22.47 -17.8
Texas 48.44 30,93 36,2
virginia 23.50 19.97 -15.0
West Virginia B.66 5.45 -37.0
Region $3292,03% 5260.44 -2%,2%

*4 surplus of $3,94 million dollars in aid above need,

If all available aid were distributed among students and institutions accord-
ing to student financigl need, the unmet need would be reduced from
$339,030,000 to $260,440,000 or by 23.2 percent, The states in whieh thts
would have the greatest proportionate impaet are Alabama, Kentucky, Louisi-
ana, Maryland, Mississippi, Texas, and West Virginia, This redistribution
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would have the least Impact in Arkansas, Georgia, and North Carolina.

Distributing all available aid according to need at each institutional type
would reduce the unmet need of students at tour-ycar public colleges by 35.7
percent, at four-year non-public colleges by 12.3 percent, at two-yecar public
colleges by 25.7 percent, at two-year non-public colleges by 24.6 percent,
and at the vocatlonal-technical institutes by 4.5 percent.

There is little potential for redistributing larger proportions of avallable
aid among {nstitutions or needy students within instituticns, This Ls be-
cause of the Iimitations and rastrictions placed on much of the nid by the
agency-source of the a1d or by virtue of the fact that a student has to en-
roll at a particular institution which has control of the money. Since
institutions control the distribution of their aid and aid under the Federal
Student Ald Programs identiffed in this study, at least 54 percent of all
available aid won't be gvailable to 4 student unless he enrolls at the in-
stitution that controls it, This places a serious limitation on the needy
student 's choice of institutions,

The point of the discussion of the distribution of aid is that some observers,
fn suggesting it is the state's responsibility to provide for the education
of 1ts citizenry, have recommended that new state financial aid programs sup-
plement and complement existing programs. Supplementing existing student

aid programs simply means providing for more money. Complementing exlsting
student aid programs, however, means providing aid monies to students whom
existing programs currently do not assist, Supplenettary programs help to
alleviate that part of the unmet need which pertains to volume of atd.

Most states' new financia! aid programs would have to emphasize both ap-
proaches, but in some states one or the other approach should take prece-
dence. For example, the primay needs in Arkansas, Georgia, and North
Caroling are supplementary. In Kentucky, Louisiana, and Mississippl, how-
cver, new programs should be complementary.

The Baslc Educational Qpportunity Grant Program:
4 3Special Addendum

For the year under analys.s in this report--1971-72--the newest and poten-
tially most important student financial ald program was pot Ln operation.
This is the new Federal Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program (BEOG?P)
which was authorized by the Education Amendments of 1972, passed by Congress
and signed into law in June, 1972. The program became operational in 1973-
74 with a $122.1 million appropriation. This section of the report is in-
tended to provide some estimates of the potential lmpact of the program on
student financial aid needs in the South.

There are two reasons the BEQGP may become the most important of all stu-
dent financlal aid programs. The first relates to the principle underlying
the program. The second relates to the method for implementing the
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principle--the BEGGP "delivery systenm.'' Underlying the BEOGP is the princi-
ple of entitlement. Every student, if he attends an eligible institution
{and eventually virtually all poatsecondary educational institutiohs can be-
come oligible), is ent{tled to a grant of $1,400, less the amount of money
the stedent and his family can rcasonably be expected to contributo to the
student's education., The amount of expected family contribution is dater-
mined on the basis of a schedule developed by the Office of Education. In
addition to this maximum grant eligibility, the law also specifies certain
limitations on the amount of a grant esch student may be pald. Basically,
the limitation on the grant amount is one half of the cost of attendanco at
the institution yhere the stydent enrolls.

Implementation of the program means that, for the first time with a needa-
based student aid program students who wish to continue their education be-
yond high school are entitled by law to a "basic" amount ©Of financial support
from the Federal government simply because they are financially needy. The
entitlement is not based upon the type of program or institution the stu-
dent may wish to attend, his previous academic record, or some Bpecial status
such as being a veteran or veteran's dependent. 'The student's entitlement is
not based on whether a student's intended inatitution has financial aid for
him or the institution is willing to award aid to him. The student is en-
titled to a '"floor" of support by virtue of his need and his deaire to con-
tinue his education. Because of this entitlement, studeats and inatitutions
alike can develop plans for finan¢ing postsecondary education with a great
deai more certainty than ever before. Both parties know in advance that at
least a oinimum amount of financial resources are or will be available to

the student.

1t has been noted that the distribution of avallable aid among institutions

and the eliglbility requirements of aid programs contribute to the unmet fi-
nancial need problem in the region. The distributional effects apply to all
of the programs jidentified in this report, whether they are Federal, state,

institutional, or private in thelr origin or operation.

Most of the financlal aid (5% percent) is “college<based" in that, in order
to recelve the aid, the student recipient must attend an institution which
controls the administration of the funds. The BEOGP repregents a departure
from the "college-based" concept with regard to Federal student aid progvams.
This concept has meant that: (I) institutions choose to participate in

these pregrams; (2) the schools request funds for these programs from the
Dffice of Education; (3) the institution determines the student financial
need, and (4) the selection of reciplents and the amounts of aid each 1s to
receive ig left to each inatituticn.

In addition, the Federal programs all include statutory state allotment
formulas which divide the total appropriations available among states. Once
the emount of funds available for each state has been determined, the funds
hava been allocated to each participating institution within that state on
the basis of the approved institutional request for such funds. The
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application of the formulas has caused inequity in the distribution of Fed-
eral student ald dollars. For example, when a state's allotment is i{nsuffi-
clent to meet all institutfonal requests, all tnstitutions are funded at the
same percentagé level of their requests, as approved. This frequently makes
frv necessary for some institutions tu award aid to limited numbers of stu-
dents and deny 4id to equally needy students. While Federal student aid pro-
grams have provided much needed aid te¢ thousands of students pursuing edu-
cation, many other students who may have been equally as needy were refused
aid because of lack of Funds within a state or institution,

On the other hand, a student's eligibility to receive a Basic Grant award is
not dependent on the distribution of dollars among states or institutions.
There are no state allotment formulas nor institutional allocation Eormulas.
The Basic Grant is awarded to the student and he can be assured of receiving
his award without regard to the aid resources of the eligible school he
chooses to attend, The student applies for a grant from an ageney of the
government, not the {nstitution where he may attcnd., Therefore, the studcent
should have greater freedom ¢f access to and freedom ©f choicc of his edu-
cational institution and program.

1t has been noted that need analysis systems vary by programs. They also
vary by institutions. While all institutions that administer Federal pro-
grams are required to determine student need in a systematic snd consistent
mannetl, the method used by one institution may be gquite different from the
method used by another. The BEOGP uses 2 single need analysis system which
ts appiied equally to all applicants.

In theory, the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program should help to
alleviate many of the distributional problems described in this report. In
order to assess the potential impact of the BEOGP on Financial need in the
South, the program entitlement formula and the current Office of Education
family eontribution schedule were used in conjunction with the family {n-
come distributions, enrollments, and weighted average student budgets in
this report. The formula and schedule, when applied to the aggregate groups
of students by family Ffinancial circumstances and institutions, yielded an
astimated $714.7 million in Basie Grants for students in the SREB states--
assuming that the program was fully funded. The distribution of the grants

among students by institutions and financial circumstanees are presented in
Table 23.

It will be recalled that $828.78 willion is ecurrently available in Finaneial
aid from all sources. A Ffully fumded Basic Grant program would nearly double
this amount of available aid. Furthermore, {f the program became Fully
funded, if the students and costs eontinued to be distriduted 2s they are
now, and if there were no changes in the student financial aid programs, un-
met financial need would be virtually eliminated in the SREB states. Table
24 displays the eurrent unmet financial needs and the estimated unmet Fi-
nancial noed after a fully Funded Basfe grant program.
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TABLE 23

Distribution of Basic Grant Awards Under Full
Funding, By Institutional Typc and
Family Financial Circumstances

{amounts in millions)

Institurional Types Basic Grants

% of Total

4-Year public Colleges $385.81 54.0%
4-Year Non«Public Colleges 153.39 21,5
2-Year Publi¢ Colleges 122.66 17.2
2-Year Neon-Public Colleges 17.56 2.4
Publi¢ Vo-Tech Institutes 35.28 4,9
$714.70 1G6Q.0%
Income Interval Basic Grants % of Total
iess than $6000 $300.48 42.0%
$6000 to $8999 217.70 30,5
$9000 to $11,999 87.10 12,2
More than $12,000 109.42 15.3
$714,70 100.0%

Virtually all of the remaining unmet need after a8 fully [funded Basi¢ Grant
program is applied, i{s located at the non-public [our-year colleges. By
family [inancial circumstances, students from families with Iincomes between
$9,000 and $12,000 per year and independent students would experience most
of the unmet [inancial ald nceds., It should be noted, however, that the
patterns presented in Table 24 apply only if it is assumed that the program
fs fully funded and the student, the college cost and the financial aild dis-
tributions remain similar to those in this report, The distribution of stu-
dents among institutions may ¢hange Lif low-middle income students use the
Basic Grant to attend higher cost institutions and/or more low income stu-
dents [ind themselves willing and able to attend postsecondary education,
The distributions mdy change {f institutlions target their ald wonies toward
different grnups of students because of the availability of these new funds,
If the distribation of students or ¢urrcntly avallable [inancial aid change,

the distribution of unmct need will change but {n a manner which cannot be
predicced here.

It is possible, however, to speculate on the possible redistribution of stu-
dents by examining how the estimated distribution of Basic¢ Grants would com-
pare with the current distributfon of aid, Table 25 compares, by institu~
tional types, the distributfon of currently ava’' 'le aid, federal student
aid, estimated Basic Grant aid, currently avalla. “id plus the estimated
gasle Grant afd, and financial need., It shou'd be note! that the distri-
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butions of currently availablv aild (column 1), Basic Grant Ald (column 3),
and Basic Grant plus avallable ald and {column 4) are quite similar.

TABLE 24
Unmet Fiunancial Need Before and After Basle Grants,
By Institutional Types and Family
Financial Circumstances

(amounts in millions)

Before Basic Grants Aftor Basie Grantg

Institutional Types Total % of Total Total % of Total
4-Year Publi~ Colleges $126.85 37.4 $ -- _
4-Year Non-Public Colleges 136.93 80.4 28,76 0.4
2-Year Public Colleges 43,15 12.7 W02 0.1
2-Year Nou-Public Colleges 13,10 3.9 1.69 5.1
Public Vo-Tech Institutes _19.00 5.6 1.39 4.4

$339.03 100.0% $31,80 100.0%
Income lnterval _Total % of Total Total % of Toral
Less than $6000 §116.11 34.3 51.49 4.7%
$6000 ro $8999 83,53 24.6 4,53 14.2
$9000 to $11,999 52.86 15.6 16,30 51.3
More than $12,000 1.84 0.5 1.84 5.8
Independent Students 84.69 25,0 7.564 24,0

$339.03 100.0% $31.80 100.0%

When the distribution of current Federal aid {column 2) and Basic Grant aid
(column 3) are compared with the distribution of financial nced {column 5),
the current distribution of Federal aid appears to be more cEfective than
the estimated Basic Grant distribution. The distraibution effectivencss fudex
of rhe distribution of Federal student aid is 221. The cffectivencss lndex
of the Basic ¢rant aild is 237 (the reader will recall that the larger the
index, the less effective the distribution). Under the current distribution
of Federal student ald dollars, the non-public college students receive
proportionately wore aid thaa they would receive under the estimated Basie
Grant program distribution. This potentifality is created by the BEOGP cli-
gibility criteria, the distribution oF students of various financlal ¢ircum-
stances among institutions, and the distribution of student costs among in-
stitutions. Changes in any one of these factors would cffect changes in the
distribution of Basic Grant aid.

The Basic Grant program will, it appears, supplement current student aid bur
it will not complement the aid distributions by providing proportionately
more ald to needier students. In Eact, it may reinforce the current diseri-
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bution of students among lower cost and higher cost institutions racher than
alter fit.

TABLE 25

Distribution of Currently Available Aid, Federal Student
Ald Program Aid, Estimated Basic Grant Aid, Availahle
Afd Plus Basic Grant Aid and Financial Need,

In Percents, By lnstitutional Types

Federal Basic Grants
lnsciturional Ava;i:ble Student Basi;igrant rlus Avail- Financ;al
Types Atd able Ald Nee
4-Year Public
Colleges 54.8% 48.8% 54,0% 54,47, 49,1%
4-Year Non-
Public Colleges 27.6 35.3 21,5 24,8 32,0
2-Year Public
GColleges 13,0 11.3 17.2 14,9 12.%
2-Year Non-
Public Collegesa 2,2 3 2.4 2.3 2,6
Public Vo-Tech
Institutes 2.4 1.3 4.9 3.6 3.4
100.0% 100.0% 106,.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Or t> put it another way, students' freedom of access may be increased but
freedom of choice may not, Public policy makers may do well to re-examine
the Basic Grant program and its effects as it moves through its first and
second year of operation. 1t may be necessary, according to how students
choose to use their Basic (rants, how costs may change, and how institutions
decide to utilize the current aid resources they control, to alter the maxi-
mum grant schedule or the family contribution schedules in order to effect
changes in student freadom of access and freedom of choice,

While the Basic Education Opportunity Grant Program is laudable in its prin-

ciples and '*s mathod of delivery, it is not clear whether its implementation
will lead to the goals that the Congress hoped it would achieve,
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CHAPTER 4

STUDENT FINANCLAL AID NEEDS, RESOQURCES, AND UNMET
NEED IN TME LNDIVIDUAL SREB STATES, 1971-72

In this chapter analysis and commentary on the financial aid needs, resources
and unmet need for the individual SREB states is offered. The reader 15 re-
minded that aggregate Financial need is a Function of the distribution of stu-
dents of varying financial circumstances among institutions of varying costs,
Aggregate urmmet need 18 a function of the amount and distribution of avail-
abla aid among institutions and needy students.

ALABAMA

In 1971-72, therc were 88,205 full-time undergraduate students enrolled in
the public and private postsecondary institutions of Alabama. The median
famlly income of the dependent students 1s $8,846, which is below the median
for the region. The family income distributions are presented In Table 1.
lt will be noted that the median family income for the non-public four-year
college students {s much less than the median for public four-year college
or public two-year college students. This is due to the presence of & siz-
able number of predeminately black colleges in the state that enrell large
numbers of low income students., While the costs at the non-public colleges
arg not substantially highor than costs at the public four-year colleges, the
abtlity of the non-public college students te pay these costs is consider-
ably less (Table 2). This relationship produces a situation where just 15
percent of the students (those enrolled &t non-public colleges) have over 30
percent of the financial need.

The aggregate financial ald nced of Alabama students exceeds $635 million and
there is only $51 million available to meet that need. The percentages of
aid agvallable from the various sources is similar to that of the region with
one major exception, institutional aid programs, While 27 percent of all ald
in the region comes from institutional student aid nrograms, only L7 percent
of the aid availabie to Alabama students comes Erom their institutions, This
is primarily because of Iimited institutional aid monles to non-public col-
lege students. For the region, their institutions are the source of 34 per-
cent of the aid available to non-public college students. In Alabama, only
13 percent of aid available to non-public college students comes Erom their
institutions (Table 3).

Almost 40 percent of the available aid in the state is in the form of loans
and just over 18 percent is in the form of grants. The comparable percentages
for the region are 34 and 26, Alabama students receive slightly more of the
aid than other students in the region in the form of educational benefits,

(25 percent as compared to 22 percent). Very little grant money is available
toe the public two-year college or vocational-technical institute students--
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just five percent of Lthe total, This compares to nine percent for the re-
gion. OQOver 82 percent of the aid avatlable to Alabama public vocational-
technical {nstitute studeats is in the form of educational benefits (Table 4).

While over 44 percent of the available afd to students ln the reglon 1s gen-
erally available (awarded primarily on the basls of need), only 3! percent
of the aid to Alabama students falls in this category. The greatest differ-
ences between Alabama and the rest of the region are found at the non-publie
colleges. For the region, almost 59 percent of the aid available to nen-
public college students 1s generaliy available. For Alabama's non-public
coliege students the corresponding percentage is 31 percent.

The interrelationship of several factors produces an uynmet need problem of
$18 milllon for Alabama students. These factors include: (1) the enrollment
of relatively.large numbers of low-income students at non-public colleges
(particularly black colleges); (2) the lack of institutional student aid
dollars for students; (3) the lavge proportion of ald which is either limited
or restricted in degree of avaltability; (4) the lack of afd of any kind for
public vo-tech students, and (5), the gencrally low effective distribution

of firancial aid among institutions and students.

The students at the non-public four-year celleges and the public vocational
technical schools have the greatest upmet financlal aid needs. At the non-
public four-year colleges only 5% cents i{s available to meet every $l of
student need. At the vo-tech schools only 47 cents s avallable for eavery
dollar's worth of need. The independent students and the students from faml-
Iles of less than $6,000 ipcome have the greaktest unmet need problems. Only
66 cents exists to meet $1 of independent student need gnd only 76 cents
exlsts to meet $1 of the need experienced by the student from low income
families., Table 5 displays the flnancial need, avallable ald, generally
avallable ald and unmet need by institutional types and student family in-
come clrcumstances,
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Tabte 1

Weighted Average Dependent Student Budgets
By Institut®onal Types, Alabama, 1971-72

Percent of

Percent of

Institut fonal Types Resident Earol lment Commuter Enrollment
4-Year Puyblic $2,090 4 $1,960 26
4-Year Non-Public $2,710 76 $2,400 24
2-Year Public 1,460 11 $1,240 89
2-Year Non-Public $2,410 57 $1,780 43
Public Vo-tech $1,930 3 $1,270 95
Table 2
¥Yamily Income Distributions of Enrolled
Dependent Students, by Institutional Types,
Alabama, 1971-72
Family lncome 4=Year 4~Year Z=Year 2=Year Public
Interval Public Non-Public Public Non-Public  Va-tech
Less thaa 96,000 22.4% 43.6% 36.87% 36.7% 54.7%
$6,000 to $8,999 15,1 19.0 28.4 21.9 27.9
$9,000 to 511,939 20.3 13.3 17.5 4.7 15.7
More than $12,000 42.2 24.1 17.3 26.7 1.7
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Median $10,847 57,010 $7+394 57,822 $5,485
o 41

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table 3

Sources of Ald-Alabama
(amounts in thousands)

fayear 4eyear 2-year 2-year Public
Types Public Non-public Public Non-public Vo-tech Totel
Federal Ald
Programs $8,223 $5,071 $1,761 $ 385 $ 80 $15,520
Percent 28.9 45,1 22.1 33.8 3.6 30.4
Guarant eed
Loans 6,774 2,811 3,292 2719 265 13,021
Percent 23,8 25.0 41.3 24.5 1.9 26,3
Educaticenal
Renefits 6,142 1,945 2,692 188 1,861 12,828
Percent 21.6 17.3 33.7 16.5 83.3 25.1
Institutional
Afd Programs 7,009 1,323 154 276 4 8,766
Percent 24.6 11.8 1.9 242 .2 17.2
State Ald
Programs 25 amaa aca== asaeve  asa=a 25
Percent 0.1 ==w=  a=a=a  maema eaaaa 0.0
Other Ald
Programs 282 93 19 11 23 488
Percent 1.0 1.0 t,0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Total $ 28,455 $11,263 $7,918 $1,139 $2,233 $51,048
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Table &

Types of Available aid by Institutions-Alabama

{amounts in thousands}

Types of Educational

InsCitutions Grants Percent Loans Percent Work Percent Benefits Percent
- 4-year Public $6,228 21.9 $11,240 39.5 $L,845 17.0 $6,142 21.6
v 4-year Non-public 2,546 22.6 4,505 40.1 2,247 20.0 1,945 17.3

2-year Public 458 5.7 3,624 45.4 1,204 15.1 2,692 33.8

2-year Non-public 262 23.0 452 39.7 237 20.8 188 16.5

Public Ve-tech 13 .5 287 12.9 72 3.2 1,861 83.3

Total $9,507 18.6 $20,108 3%.4 $8,605 16.9 $12.828 25.1
Q
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Table 5=Alabama

Institutional Enrollmert Financial Need Total Available Generally Available Unmet Need
Type {thousands)  {millions) Aid (millfons} Aid {mtilions) {millions}
4-year Public 49.51 $32.94 $28.46 $7.98 $7.18
4-year Non-public 12,47 19,34 11.24 5.5/ 7.97
2-year Public 15.92 6.68 7.98 1.51 .07
2.ycar Non-publtc 1.29 1.31 1.14 .52 .22
Public Vo-tech _9.01 4.79 2.23 .08 2.58
Totals 88.20 $65.06 $51.05 $15.96 $18.02
Family Income Enrollment Financial Need Total Available Generally Available Unmet Need
Interval (thousands } (mill{ons) Aid {millions) Aid (milltons) {millions)
Below $6,000 21,94 $30.84 $23.83 $8.61 57.46
$6,000 - $8,999 13.46 14.30 11.48 4.08 3.23
59,000 - $11,999 12,50 6.69 4.58 L.52 2.54
Above $12,000 21.44 1.17 3.93 .29 .65
Independent 18.8¢ _12.06 7.23 1.46 4.14
Totals 88.20 $65.,06 $51.05 $15.96 $18.02



ARKANSAS

In 1971-72, there were 47,216 Full-time undergraduate students enrolled in
the public and private postsecondary fnstitutions of Arkantas. The median
family income of the dependent students was only 57,652, which was the lowest
of tne SREB states. However, the price that Arkansas students were paying
for their education was lower than the price students weve paying in all but
three SREB states--Kentucky, Loufsfans and Mississippi. Fifteen percent of
the Arkansas students--the commuter students at the four-year public col-
leges--had student budgets of less than $165 per month (Table 2),

The family income distributions for the public two-year and four-year col-
leges are strikingly similar (Table 1), and these public institutions enroll
73 percent of all students and 69 percent of all students from low income
families. Legs than 16 percent of all the Arkansas students are enrolled in
non~publie institutions, The institutions whose students have the lowest
median income arve the public voeational-technical schools, Their median fam-
ily focome fg 94,958, and over 60 percent of them come from families of less
than $6,000. By institutional types, these students have the lowest family
incomes of any students 1n the reglen.

The percentage of aid that originates in Federal student ald programs {is

among the highest in the fourteen SREB states--31 percent. This is glso true
for the percentage of aid available in the form of educational benefits.
However, 64 percent of all aid from the Federal student aid programs is avail-
able at the public four-year colleges, whose students have just 62 percent of
the aggregate financial ald needs.

Arkansas students at the public four-year colleges recelve & smaller percent-
age of their aid from institutional student aid programs than do0 students at
the public four-year colieges in the reglon--20 percent gs compared to 28 per-
cent, On the other hand, Arkansas public voeatfonal-technical ifnstitute stu-
dents vecelve a larger percentage of their aild from thelr institutions than
do students at similar institutions elsewhere In the region--3,2 percent as
compared to 3.5 percent {Table 3),

With one exception the types and amounts of aid avafleble to students at
different types of {nstitutions closely corresponds to the pattern for the
region. The exceptlon is the proportion of work or employment awards at
non-public two-vear colleges, Work or employment vepresents 43 percent of
all aid available to these students., TFor the region, non-public two-Year
college students generally recelve Just 26 parcent of their assistance in
this form {Table &4).

Over 56 percent of all aid available to Arkansas is generally avallable aid.
This is well above the regional average of 44 percent,

The financial need of Arkansas students 1z primarily related to their rel-
atively low family incomes. For the most part, unmet fipancial need is a
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function of the lack of dollar amounts of aid available to students, parti-
cularly aid from {nstitutional financial aid programs. Although the distri-
bution of aid dotlars discriminates againat vocational-technical school stu-
dents and independent students, avaflable aid is effectively distributed in
the state. There just tan't enough of fr. The unmet need problem in Arkan-
sas i8 estimated at $17.21 wmillion. 1f aid were effectively distributed to
students according to need, the unmat necd problem would be reduced by just
five percent--to $16,28 million. Table 5 displays the f{nancial need, avail-
able aid, generally available aid and unmet need by institutional types and
student family incomée cixcumstances.
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Table 1

Welghted Average Dependent Student Budgets
By Instltutional Types, Arkansas, 1971~72

Percent of Percent of
Institutional Types Resident Enrol lmeat Commuter Entollment
4=Year Public $1,830 76 $1,450 24
4=Year Nop=Public $2,450 92 $2,020 8
2=Year Public $2,100 11 §1,330 89
2~Year Non-Publlc 51,660 80 $1,350 20
Public Vo~tech §1,630 8 $1,670 92

Table 2

Famlly Income DPistributions of Enrolled
Dependent Students, by Institutiopal Types,
Arkansas, 1971-72

Family Income 4-Year 4~Year 2-Year 2-Year Public
Iaterval Public Nop-Public Public Non-Fublic  VYo~tech
Less than $6,000 314 .9% 29.3% 0.7% 57.3% 60.5%
$6,000 to $8,999 23,0 23.4 3z2.3 32.7 25.0
$9,000 to $11,999 19.2 18.3 19.7 6.1 10.2
More than $12,000  272.9 29.0 17.3 3.9 4,3
100, 0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100. 0%
Median  $7,970 $8,654 $7,793 $5,236 $4,958
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Table 3

Sources of A{d-Arkansas
(amounts In thousands)

4-year 4-year 2-year 2-year Public
Types Public Non-public Public Non~public Vo-tech Total
Federal Aid
Programs $4,203 51,614 § 145 8 419 $ 163 56,544
Percent 30,2 35.5 27.8 61.5 4.1 3.4
Guaranteed
Loans 2,795 464 il6 59 165 3,599
Percent 20,1 10.2 22.3 8.7 14.3 17.3
Educational
Benefics 4,006 715 183 126 758 5,788
Percent 28.7 15.7 35.2 18.5 65,5 27.8
Institutionatl
Ald Programs 2,788 1,709 70 71 60 4,698
Parcent 20.0 37.6 13.5 10.4 5,2 22.5
State Ald
Programg = =ec-=  cam-e asems ceees amemes msmes
Parcent = -ese-  ss--- eeeew samw=e msmas asees
Other Aid
Programs 138 46 6 6 11 207
Percent 1.0 1.0 1.2 9 .9 1.0
Total §13,930 $4,548 $520 5681 $1,158 %$20,837
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Table &

Types of Available Afd by Institutions-Arkansas

{amounts in thousands)

Types of Educational

Institutions Grants  Percent Loans Percent work Percent Benefits  Percent_
- 4-year Public $3,031 21.8 $5,020 36,0 $1.873 13.4 54,006 28.8
© 4-year Neon-public 1,648 36,2 1,191 26.2 294 21.9 715 15.7

2-year Public 84 16.2 181 34.8 72 13.8 183 35.2

2-year Non-public 94 i3.8 163 26.2 296 43.5 126 18.5

Public Vo-tech 34 2.9 185 6.0 181 15.6 158 65.5

Total $4.891 23.3 $64742 32.4 $3.416 16.4 55.788 27.7
Q
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Table 5-Arkansas

Institutional Enrollment Financial Need Total Available Generally Avaflable Unmet Need
Type {thousands® {millions) Aid {millfons} Ald (miliions) {millions)
4-year Public 33.73 $23.21 $13.93 $7.29 $9.97
4-year Non-public 6.68 8.27 4.55 3.37 3.89
2=year Public 1.44 .70 .52 .23 =22
2-year Non-public .74 -70 .68 A .03
Public Vo-tech &.62 _&.24 1.16 .28 3.10
Totals 47.21 $37.12 $20.84 $11.66 $17.21
Family Income Enroliment  Financial Need Total Available Generally Available Unmetr Need
Interval (thousands) {millions) Aid {(millions) Atd {(millions) (millions)
Below $6,000 15.10 $19.60 $10.83 $6.73 £8.77
$6,000 - $8,999 9.62 9.92 5.88 3.34 4.06
$9,000 - $11,999 7.11 2.98 1.60 1.13 1.40
Above $12,000 8.78 ——- 81 .29 ---
Independent 6.60 4.62 1.72 =17 2.98
Totals 47,21 $37.12 $20.84 $11.66 $17.21



FLORIDA

The 157,360 full-time undergraduvate students enrolled in Florida fnstitutions
in 1971-72 were generally more affluent than students in other states, but
their costs of education were considerably highcr., This is because about 20
percent of the students were enroiled at non-public four-year institutions
whose costs were between $1,400 and $1,500 higher than at public finstitutions
{(Tables 1 and 2),

Florida is unique to the region in that more of its students are enrolled in
public two-year collegea than any other type of institution. The weighted
average budgets for these lnstitutions i3 lower ($1,760 per year) than at
other institutions in the stzte, They enroll 43 percent of all students, and
52 percent of all students with family incomes of less than 56,000 per year.
They also enroll 3% percent of all gtudents from higher income families, so
the clientele of public two-year colleges includes many students from more
affluent families,

While Florida's non-public colleges enrcll significant numbera of students
from lower income families, there are significant differences in the family
incomes of public and non-public college students., For example, 48 percent
of the dependent public college studencs are from families with less than
$9,000 annual income, while only 35 percent of the dependent non-public col-
lege gtudents come from families in this sume range. On the other hand, 32
percent of all dependent public college students and 52 percent of all de-
pendent non-public college students are from families with more than 512,000
annual income.

The sources of aid for Florids students are similar in their proportions to
the sources of aid for students in the region. However, Florida non-public
two-year college students are less likely than other non-public two-year col-
lege students Lo receive aid from Federal student aid programs and institu-
tional aid programs, They are more likely than students at similar institu-
tions in other states to receive ald through the guaranteed loan programs
(Table 3), .
When & Florida college student receives aid, it is quite likely to be in the
form of & loan., This 1s especially true if he is & student at & non-publie
two-year ¢ollege where this type of aid represente 56 percent of all avail-
able aid, The pattern of available types of afid closely resembles the re-
gional pattern (Table 4).

While sources of aid and types of aid patterns in Florida are simllar to
rhose in the region, the patterns of aid by degrees of avallability are not.
Only one-third of all the available aid in Florida is generally available,
or awarded primarily on the basis of need. The regional average is 44 per-
cent, This problem is particularly acute at the public and non-public col-
leges, where only 23 percent of all a!d falls in this category. For the re-
gion, the comparable percentage is 30 percent. If all aid were effectively
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distributed to Florida students on the basls of need, the unmet need would be
reduced by 18 percent, from $53.8 million to $44.3 million.

The distribution of aid among fustitutions in comparison with the distribu-~
tion of needy students among institutlons s & factor which contributes to
Florida's problem. For example, the non-public four-year college students
have 34 percent of all financial need but receive only 28 percent of all aid
in rhe state. This contributes to thelr having 43 percent of all the unmet
need.

The financial need, available ald, generally available ald and unmet need for
Florida students are displayed in Table 3.
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Table |

Weighted Averagc Dependent Student Budgets
By Instituticnal Types, Florida, 1g971-72

Percent of Percent of
Institutional Types Resident Enrollment Commuter Enrollment
4-Year Public $2,385 66 $2,090 34
4-Year Non-Public $3,870 72 $3,40Q0 28
2-Year Public $2,320 20 $1,620 80
2=Year Non=-Public $3,085 9] §2,440 9
Table 2
Family Income Distributions of Earclled
Dependent Students, by Instituticnal Types,
Florida, 197i-72
Family Income 4-Year L-Year 2-Yoar 2-YTear
_ Interval Public Non-Public Public Non-Public
Less than $6,000 22,8% 13.7% 26.5% 18.6%
36,000 to $8,999 22,4 15.7 2542 20.5
$9,000 to 911,999 18.6 15.8 20.0 17,8
More than $12,000 36,2 53.8 29.3 £3.1
100,0% 100,0% 100.0% 100.0%
Median $9,776 $12,760 $8,931 $10,837
53
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Table 3

Sources of Aid-Florida
(amounts in thousands)

4-year 4-year 2-year 2-year
Types Public Non-public Public Non-publ ic Total
Federal Ald
Prograns $8,673 $8,922 $7,161 $ 17 $24,833
Percent 23.2 34.6 24.6 17.8 26.8
Guaranteed
lcans 6,938 4,172 9,254 192 20,556
Percant 18.5 16.2 31.8 44,4 22.1
Educational
Benefita 8,235 3,090 9,678 118 21,121
Percent 21.9 11.9 33.3 27.4 22.8
Institutional
Ald Programs 12,390 8,783 2,635 41 23,849
Percent 33.0 3.1 9.1 9.5 25.7
State Aid
Programs 913 561 82 - 1,556
Percent 2.4 2.2 .3 9 1.7
Other Aid
Programs 71 255 288 4 918
Percent 1.0 1.0 .9 mse=- .9
Total $37,520 $25,783 $29,098 $432 $92,833
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Table &

Types of Available Aid by Institutions-Florida
{amounts in thousands)

Types of Educational
Institutions Grants  Percent Loans Percent Work Percent Benefits  Percent _
o 4-year Public $10,723  28.6 $13,075 34.8 $5,487 14.6 $8,235 22.0
4-year Non-public 8,915 34.6 9,664 37.6 4,076 15.8 3,090 12.0
2-year Public 3,355 11.5 11,406 39.2 4,659 16.0 9,678 33.3
2-year Non-public 36 8.3 240 55.56 38 8.8 __ 118 27.3

Total $23,029 24.8 $34,385 37.1 $14,260 15.4 $21,121 22.7




94

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 5-Florida

Institutional Enrollment Financial Need Total Availabie Generally Available Unmet XNeed
Type {thousands) {(millions) Aid {millions} Aid {millions) (millions)
4-year Public 58.22 348465 $37.52 $12.39 $15.01
4=year Non-public 30.85 46,54 25.74 11.89 23.34
2=year Public 67.73 40.70 29.10 6.56 14,40
2=year Non-public 1.16 1.44 243 .09 1.09
Totals 157.96 $137.13 $92.79 $30.93 $53.84
Family Income Enrcllment Financial Xeed Total Available Generally aAvailable Unmet Need
Interval (thousands) {millions) Aid (millions) Aid (millions) {millions)
Below $6,000 27.33 S46.92 529 .92 $12.05 517.00
56,000 - $8,999 26,12 39.21 24.71 10.40 14.49
$9,000 - $11,999 22.50 20.27 11.11 L4,b4 9.16
Above $12,000 43.74 2.44 11.95 .66 ———
Independent 38.27 _28.23 15.10 3.18 13.19
Torals 157.96 $137.13 592.79 $30.93 $53.84
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GEORGIA

In 1971-72, thore were 103,007 full-time undergraduate students enrolled in
the public and private instituticns of Ceorgla. Over half were enrollpd at
the public foursyear collcges. The median [amily fncome of the dependent
students was $9,840 which is relatively high fo. the region, Ac in Alabama,
the family incomes of non-public four-year collige students are gencrally
lower than the incomes of the public college stidents. This is due to the
presence of a number of predominately black colleges that enroll many low in-
come students. Feor oxample, while the non-public four-year colleges enrcll
only 16 percent of all students in thc study population, 20 porceast cof ali
students from famllies of less than $6,000 anuual family income nre enrolind
at these instituticns,

The family income disv riburicons of dependent students at the public four-
year and public two-year colleges are fairly similar, althecugh proportion-
ately more students from higher income families attend the four-year colleges.
The same could be said of the non-public four-year and two-year colleges.
Proportionately large numbers of low income students attend the pubiic voca-
tional-technical fnstitutes. These institutions 2nrell just 12 porcent of
&ll the students but 21 percent of all students from families of less than
$6,000 annual income (Table 1),

The price that CGeorgia students pay for their education ranks fifth highest
among the fourteen SRESR states, This is, in part, because gf the relatively
high student budgets at the public Ffour-year celleges., Florida's public four-
yYear coilege budgets are the only public institutions student budgets among
the SREB states that are higher than those of Georgia. Georgia's non-public
four-year college budgets are also among the highest in the region. The
weighted average budget for each type of institution Is displayed fn Table 2.

Ceorgia recipients are more likely than aid recipients In other SREB states
to receive money from Federal student &id programs and state student aid
programs, They are less likely to receive funds through institutlional stu-
dent ald programs, Public vocational-techpnical institute students receive
virtually all their aid from two sources=--state and Federal educational
benefits and the guaranteed levan program {Table 3).

Georgia students receive more loan assistance and less grant assistance than
students in the rest of the rcgion, but the differences are rather small.
Almost no grant afd (less rhan one percent of the total) is available to the
vocaticnal-technical students, The regional percentage of grant aid avail-
able to vocational-technical {nstitute students 1is 44 percent. Non-public
two-year college students recelve a greater percentage of their ald in the
form of loans Lhan do stydents at simllar institutions in other states--46
percent g5 compared to 33 percent (Table 4).

Almost 60 petcent of the atd available to Georgia utudents 1s generally

O
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available aid, or ald awarded primarily on the basis of need. The regional
average g 44 percent. Two out af every three dollars in aid available to
non-public college students is available primarily on the basis of need.

The effective distribution of aid among institutions is the best of any SREB
state, Only Florida and Maryland more effectively distribute available aid

to needy atudents according to family income circumstances, 1f all availabla
a’d were awarded on the basis of need, the unmet need problem in Georgia would
be reduced by only eight percent, from $36.2 million to $32.2 milifon.

The unmet need problem in Georgie is largely one of limited amounts in aid
dollars rather than in the distribution of aid, The financial need, available
ald, generally available aid and unaet need for Ceorgia students, by institu-
tional types and family income circumstances, are displayed in Table 3.
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Table 1

Weighted Average Dependent Student Budgets
By Institutfonal Types, Georgla, 1971-72

Percent of Percent ©of
Institutional Types Regident Enrollment Comuter Enrollment
4-Year Public $2,340 57 $1,960 43
4~Year Non~Public $3,360 13 $3,085 34
2-Year Public $2,450 29 $1.710 71
2-Year Hon-Public $2,330 64 $1,750 32
Public Vo-tech $2,050 21 $1,200 89

Table 2

Family Income Distributions of Enrolled
Dependent Students, by lastitutional Types,
Gegraia, 1971-72

Family Income 4-Year d=Year 2-Year 2-Year Public
Interval Public Non-Public Public Non-Public Vo-tech
Less than $6,000 20.6% 29.2% 19.6% 200 1% 45.5%
$6,000 to $8,999 16,6 20.4 21,7 2.9 30.0
$9,000 to $11,999 17.3 16,0 20,2 23,2 13,9
More than $12,000 45,5 5.4 38.5 23,8 10.86
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100, 0%
Median $11,220 $9,075 $10,292 $8,726 $6,450
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Table 3

Sources of Ald«Georgla
(amounts {n thousands)

4=year 4eypar 2-year Z-year Public
Types Public Noa-public  Public Non-public Vo-tech Total
Federal Ald
Programs 57,818 55,887 §2,326 $L26 $ 82 516,539
Percent 28,7 37.0 36.8 3t.7 3.0 30,9
Guaranteed
Loans 6,205 2,200 1,639 337 530 10,911
Percent 22.8 13.8 26.0 25.1 19.2 20.4
Educationel
Benefits 6,196 2,015 1,770 275 Z,111 12,367
Percent 22.7 12,7 28.0 20,1 76.3 23.1
Institutional
41d Programs 5,361 5,311 163 240 16 11,091
Percent 19.7 33.4 2.6 17.8 6 20.7
State Ald
Programs 1,382 332 352 53 = wee-s 2,119
Percent 5,1 2.1 5.6 3.9 -neea- 3.9
Other Aid
Programs 270 157 63 13 26 529
Percent 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 9 1.0
Total $27,232 515,902 $6,313 §1,344 $2,765 $53,556
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Table 4

Types of Available Aid by Institutions-Georgia

{amounts in thousands)

Types of Educational

Institutions Grants Percent Loans Percent Work Percent Benefits Percent
4-year Public $5,510 20,.2 $10,929 40.1 $4,597 16.9 $6.196 22.8
L-year Non-public 5,775 36.3 5,287 33.2 2,825 17.8 2,015 12.7
2-year Public 409 6.5 2,655 42.1 1,479 23.4 1,770 28.0
2-year Non-public 217 16.1 613 45.6 239 17.8 275 20.5
Public Vo-tech __ 20 i 547 19.8 87 3.2 2,111 76.3
Total $11,931 22.3 $20,031 37.4 59,227 17.2 $12,367 23,1
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Table S5=Georgia

Igostitutional Enroliment Fipancial Need Total Available Cenerally Available Unmet Need
Type {thousands) {millioms) Aid (millions) Aid (millioms) {millions)
4=year Public 56.53 $39.44 $27.23 $16.04 $14.50
L=year Nom-public 16.38 30.57 15.90 10.77 14.66
Z-year Public 14.71 8.59 6.31 3.66 2.9
2-year Non=-public 2.26 2.20 1,34 .91 .91
Public Vo-tech 13.13 _5.82 2,77 .61 3.25
Totals 103.01 $86.92 $53.55 $31.99 $36.23
Family Income Earollment Financial Need Total Available Generally Available Unmet Need
Interval {thousands) (millions) Aid (millions)  Aid {millioms) (millions)
Below $6,000 20.43 $34.58 $21.51 $14.14 $13.08
$6,000 - $8,999 16.39 23.00 14.34 8.63 8.66
$9,000 - $11,999 13.86 11.59 6.06 4.69 5.62
Above 512,000 30.62 3.11 4.79 2.90 1.09
Independent 21.71 _l4.64 _6.85 1.63 7.78
Totals 103.01 $86.92 $53.55 $31.99 $36.23



KENTUCKY

In 1971-72, there were 73,422 full-time undergvaduate gtudents enrolled in
the public and non-public colleges in Kentucky.l The dependent students'
medisn family income was §9,483. As in Alabama and Georgta, the family in-
comes of non-public college students are generally lower than those of public
college students. Many private colleges in Kentucky have historically served
Appalachian area students by keeping student budgets at a minimum, This is
especialily true for the nom-public two-year colleges in the state. Only
Mississippi and Ackansas non-public colleges have weighted average student
budgets which are as low as those of Kentucky's non-public colleges. The
family incowe distributions and weighted average budgets are displayed in
Tables 1 and 2,

In general, Kentucky students are more likely than students in other states
to recelve aid from the Federal student aid or institutional student aid
programs. They are much less likely to receive a guaranteed loan. The pat-
terns of aid by sources available to public four-year college students in
Kentucky c¢losely parallels the pattern for public four-year colleges in the
region. However, the non-public Ffour-year college students in Kentucky re.
celve a much higher percentage of their aid (51 percent) from their institu-
tions than do students at similar colleges in the region (35 percent).

The students at the Kentucky public two-year colleges also recelve proportion-
ately more of thelr aid dollars from institutional student aid programa than
do students at similar institutions in other states. The respective percent-
ages are 35 and 7 percent.

The students at the non-public two-year colleges in Kentucky are more likely
than students at similar institutions in the region to receive ald from Federal
student aid and institutional student aid programs but are less likely to re-
celve guaranteed loans (Table 3).

Kentucky students receive a greater proportion of their aid in the form of
grants than do students in other states in the region--32 percent as compared
to 26 percent. This 1ls particularly true for the public two-.year collegeas,
where the respective percentages are 26 and 10 percent (Table 4).

Only 35 percent of all the avallable aid to Kentucky students is awarded pri-
marily on the basis of need. The regional average 1s 44 percent. This type
of restriction on the distribution of aid is particularly acute at the four-
year colleges, where just 37 percent of the aid is generally availabla. For
the reglon, 47 percent of all aid available to four-year college studenta is
generally available, On the other hand, 63 percent of the aid available to
non-publi¢ two-year college students in Kentucky is generally avallable. Tha
comparable percentage for these types of imstitutioms in the region 15 57
percent,
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Kentucky's financial need problem is created not as much by low family in.
comes and the cest of cducation as by the presence of proportionately large
numbers ¢f independent students. While one out of five students {n the re-
gion L8 considered {ndependent for Eiuaucial aid purposes, one out of Four
students in Kentucky is an independent student. Over 85 percent of these
students are enrclled at the public Four-year colleges.

The {ndependent students represent 25 percent of all students; they have 26
percent of the need, receive vnly 12 percent of the available aid and have

74 percent of the total aggregate unmet need (or $6.8 million out of $9,23
million in unmet need). T1f aid programs made more funds available to inde-
pendent students or if more independent students became eligible for afd, the
unmet need in Kentucky would be significantly decreased. If all fipnencial
aid {n Kentucky were made avallable primarily on the pasis ef need, the unmet
need problem gyould be reduced by 74 percent., Table 5 displays the finaneial
need, available aid, generally available aid and unmet need for Kentucky stu-
dents by institutional types and family financial circumstances.

1+ The public vocational-technical {nstitutes of Kentueky were not fncluded
in this study since none of them participated in the Federal student aid
programs i{n Fiscal Year 1972, Because the documents submitted to the USQE
by participants {n the programs served as major source documents, {t was not
possible to {nclude these institutions in the analyses,
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Table 1

Welghted Averags Dependent Student Budgets
By Institutional Types, Keatucky, 19571-72

Percent of Porcent of
Institutional Types Regident Enrollment Commutor Enrollment
4-Year Public §1,810 80 $1,260 20
4-Year Non-Public $2,570 64 52,265 36
2=Year Public $1,650 08 $1,100 92
2+Year Non<Puhlic $2,280 64 $1,875 36
Table 2
Family Income Distributions of Enrolled
Bependent Students, by Instituticnal Types,
_Kentucky, 1971-72
Family Income 4=-Year LeYear 2-Year 2-Year
Interval Public Non-Public Public Non-Public
Less than $6,000 20.8% 28.7% 26,37 46.0%
$6,000 to $8,999 22,5 19.8 28.1 21,6
$9,000 to $11,999 21.0 19.9 19.2 16.7
Morc than $12.050 35.7 3,6 26.4 15,7
100.0% 100, 0% 100.0% 100,0%
Median $9,957 $9,226 $8,5%0 $6,556
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Table 3

Sources of Ald-Kentucky
(amounts in thousandd)

G-year Gayear 2-year 2-year
Types Public Non-public Public Non.public Total
Fedoral Ald
Ptograms $7,528 $3,770 $913 $1,231 §13,442
Porcent 31,3 26.4 23.1 48.0 3o.0
fuaranteed
Loans 4,347 1,579 809 231 6,966
Percent 18.1 11.1 20.4 9.0 15.5
Educational
Benefics 6,417 1,534 829 228 9,008
Percent 26.6 10.7 21.0 8.9 20.1
Institutional
Aild Programs 5,545 7,242 1,367 850 15,004
Percent 23.0 50.8 34.58 331 N4
State Afld
Programs = ====ss ssumss=s ssams Emwim ewmmam
Percent ssssss  essssss seess  meewss  ssssees
ODther Afd
Programs 237 144 )9 26 446
Percent 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Total $24,074 $14,269 $3,957 §2,566 §44 866
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Table 4

Types of Available Ald by Institutions-Kentucky

(amounts in thousands)

Types of Educational

Institutions Grancs Percent Loans Percent Worlk Percent Benefits Percent
@« 4~year Public $6,670 27.7 $6.707 27.9 $4,280 17.8 $6,417 26.6

4~year Non-publi¢ 6,143 43,1 3,602 253.2 2,9%0 21.0 1,534 16.7

Z=-year Public 1,009 25.5 1,495 37.8 624 15.7 829 21.0

2-year Non-public 714 27.8 581 22.7 1,043 50.6 228 8.9

Totel $14,536 32.4 $12,385 27.6 $8,937 19.9 $9,008 20,1
O
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Table 5-Kencucky

Institutional Enrollment Financizl Need Total Available Generally Available Uimet Need
Type {chousands) (mill ions} Aid (miilions) Aid (millions}  (millions)
4i=year Public 52.09 $23.82 $24.07 $7.97 $6.77
4=year Non-public 13.22 14.66 14.27 5.24 2.13
2=year Public 6.62 2.07 3.96 87 .07
2=year Non-public 1.49 _1.73 - 2.57 _1.63 =26
Totals 73.42 $47.30 $44.87 $15.71 $9.23
&
Family Income Enrollument Financial NMeed Total Available Generally Available Unmet Need
Incerval {chousands)} {millions) Aid (millions) Aid (millions) {millions}
Below $6,000 13.09 $17.69 $18.14 $7.80 $ .93
$6,000 - $8,999 12.61 12,57 12.24 5.31 1.18
$9,000 « $11,999 11.28 4.75 ' 4.88 T 1.63 .32
Above $12,000 18,10 = e—ema 4.12 —— -————
Independent 18.34 12.29 5.49 _e97 _6.80

Totals 73.42 $47.30 $44 .87 $15.71 $9.23




LOVISIANA

The financial need of the 98,177 full~time urdorgraduates in public and pri-
vate colieges and the vocational-techaical schoote in Loulsiana in 1971-72
was close to $50 millton.? Almost $54 millton in financial ald wae available
to meet that need but Loutstapns still has an unmet need problem. The pro-
blem is8 related to the distributions of students, costs, aid and need among
insticutions.

Only 11 percent of the students are enrolled in non-public collegea. While
their median income L& $2,500 higher than that of the public college stu-
dents and $5,600 higher than for vocational-technical scheol studenta, their
costs are also considerably hisher. The difference hetween public and non-
public four-year coliege student budgets in Loulalana ts rhe largest of any
SREB state, The weighted average bulget for the public volleges 1s 5$1,463;
for the non-public colleges it 1s $3,272, or 123 percent gteater.

The vocational-technical students are gensrally from low-income families.
While these schools enroll just seven percent of all the dependent students,
12 percent of all the dependent students from families of less than 56,000
family income sre entolled there. Ten percent of all dependent students

with incomes of less than $9,000 are enrolled at the vocationsl-technical
schools,

Only 12 percent of the dependent students from families of less than $9,000
annual income are enrolled at the non-public four-year colleges. Conversely,
these fnstitutions enroil 17 percent of all the dependent students from fami-
lies of more than $12,000 annual income.

The pattérn of sources of ald to Loulsiana students varies from the region's.
louisiana students are more likely to recefve aid from state and Federal edu-
cational benefits and less likely to receive aid from guaranteed loan programs.
Over 30 percent of the ald available to public four-vear college students in
fouisiana 1s in the form of educational bhenefits, as compared to 23 percent
avallable to gtudents at similar co'.2gés in the region, A greater propor-
tion of aid available to Louistant : n-public four-year college students than
aid available to other non-public rour-year college students is available
through {nstitutional student ald programs--45 percent ag compared to 35
percent (Table 3).

More aid in Louisiana is in the form of state and Federal educational bene-
fits than in any other form--28 percent. Thig is higher than the regional
average of 23 percent., A smaller percentage of aid available to Louistana
students than to students in the region is in the form of loans-+27 percent
as compared to 34 percent. This ls primarily due to the lower percentage of
aid available through the guaranteed loan programs. However, the public vo-
cational-technical institute and recipients in Louisiana are more likely
than vocational-technical institute aid recipients elsewhere to recelve 8
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loan (26 percent compared to 20 percent} or en employment awerd (19 percent
as comparad to 13 percent) (Teble 4},

Just 38 percent of all aid evailable to Louislans students is awerded pri-
marily on the besis of need. The reglonal average 1s 44 percent. The per-
centeges of generelly evailable aid by inetitutional typee are: Public four-
year colleges, 35 percent; non-public four-year colleges. 50 percent, and
vocational-technical schools, 22 parcent. The respective percentages for
generally available aid at these typss of {nstitutions in the reglon are:

41 parcent, 54 percent, and 24 percent,

The four-year public colleges enroll 82 percent of the srudents who hava 68
percent of the financial newd but access to over 74 percent of all aveileble
aid end, consequently, experiefnce only 29 percent of tha unmet need. The
non-public four-year college students, however, enroll 1l percant of the stu-
dents, who have 26 percent of the financiel need but access to only 21 par-
cant of all available aids which results in their having 61 percent of all
unméet need. The difference in costs and financial gid to help meet those
costs 1s grester for Louisiana’s public and non-public four-year colleges
then for any other SRER atate.

Because educational benefits represent the primary source of aid available

to Louisiana atudents and beceuse these benefits are usually received by stu-
dents from lower income familiea, the students from middle-income families
and the independent students have & disproportionete share of the total un-
met need. While only eight percent of the totel finencial need 1s experi-
enced by gstudents from families with incomes #n the $9,000 to $12.000 range,
they have 19 percent of the unmet need, The situation for independent stu-
dents 18 even more problematical. While they have only 18 percent of the
financial need, they are faced with the burden of 56 parcent of the unmat
financiel need.

In verme of the effactive distribution of ald, or the provizion of aid to

needy students in proportion to their need, Louisiena ranks last among the
SREB etatea, If all available aid were distributed among institutions and
students in proportion to the students' relative needs, unmet need would be

reduced by 167 percent, from an unmet need of $5.8 million to a surplus of
$3.9 million.

The financial need, available ald, generally available aid and unmet need
of Loulsiana atudents, by institutions and family financial circumstances,
ara displeyed in Table 5.

2, The reader will note that no two-year public colleges are identified in

Louisiana., Deta for the two-yeer regional campuses of Loulsiana State
University are included in the public feur-year college enrollments.
Delgade Vocational-Technical Junior College's enrollment ts included in
the public vocational-technical institutes enrollment.
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Table 1

Walghted Average Dependeat Student Budgets
By Institutional Types, loulsiapa, '971-72

Percent of Percent of
Institutional Types Resident Enrollment Commuter Eoroliment
4-Year Publie $1,720 50 $1,210 50
Li=Year Noo=Publlie $3,455 57 $2.900 33
2-Year Public $1,300 0 §1,200 Lo0
Public Vo-tech 51,350 to $1,195 S0
Table 2

Family Income Distributions of Enrelled
Dependent Students, by Institutional Types,
loutsiana, 1971-72

Family Iacome 4-Year 4=Year Public
interval Publie Non=Fublic Vo-tech
Less than 56,000 26,9% 15.0% 47:2%
$6,000 to $8,999 20.0 15.4 18.9
$9 000 vo $11,999 18.9 19.4 15.1
More thaan $12,000 34.2 50.2 18.8
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Median $9,492 $12,045 $6,444
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Table 3

Sources of Ald-Louisiana
{amounts (n thousands)

Hayoar fayRar Public
Types Public Non=public Vo-tech Total
Federal Aid
Programs $10,646 $4,144 $479 315,269
Percent 26.6 36,2 19,7 26.3
Guaranteed
Loans 6,076 772 585 7,633
Percent 15.2 6.7 24.1 13.8
Educational
Benefits 12,226 1,280 1,288 14,794
Percent 30.5 11.2 53,0 274
Institutional
Ald Programs 10,418 5,134 55 15,607
fercent 26,0 46,9 .3 29.0
State Aid
Programs 269 200 semmmse asasa 269
Percent 7 “ememam aeasa 5
Other Aid
Programs 392 113 26 529
Percent 1.0 1.8 s 1.0
Total $60,027 $11,643 $2,431 $53,901
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Table &4

Types of Available Aid by Institutions-lLouisiana
(amounts in thousands)

Types of Educational
Institutions Graats  Percent Loans Percent Work Percent Benefits Percent
4-year Public $9,061 22.6 $10,676 26.7 57,964 19.9 515,326 30.8
4=year Non-public 4,927 43.1 3,152 27.5 2.084 18.2 1,280 11.2
Public Vo~tech B6 3.5 636 26.2 &2l 17.3 1,288 53.0
Total 514,074 26.2 514,464 26,8 $10,469 19.4 514,894 27.6
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Table 5=Louisiana

Inccicutional Enrollment Financial Need Total Available Generally Available Unmet Need
Type (thousands} {millions) Ald (millions) Aid (millions) (millions)
4eyear publifc 80.75 $34.11 $40.93 $14.02 £1.70
4-year Non-public 10.65 13.01 11.44 5.78 3.38
Public Vo=-tech _£.78 2.84% 2.43 -53 -%%
Totals 95.18 $49.96 $52.90 $20.33 $5.84
Family Income Enrnllment Financial Need Total Available Generally Available Unmet Need
Interval {thousands) (millions) Aid (millions) Aid (millions) (millions)
Below $6,000 22.1% §23.43 §22.93 $10.79 $1.08
$6,000 - $8,999 16.05 13.31 14.50 6.53 61
$9,000 - $11,999 15,39 4.10 4. 94 1.76 1.11
Above 512,000 29.03 B 5.65 S ————
Independent 15.52 _9.12 5.88 1.25 3.24
Tctals 98.18 $49 .96 $53,90 $20.33 $5.84



Tha undargraduate students of M- »zag and universities are more
affluent, on the avaeraga, than udents in other SREB states.
The median anpneal family incona atudents 1s $11,010, and 36
percent of the 83,950 undergradua om Families with incomes of

more than $12,000 par year. Howevsr, ... -.yplcal or welghted average costs
Maryland students pay for their education 18 the highest in the SREPB states,

The Student budgets at the public four-year colleges are higher than for
most SREB states, and the non-public two-year and four-year college budgets
are the highest In the reglon. For example, 11 percent of the dependent
studants enrclled as resident students at the non-public colleges pay an
avarage of $3,844 per year for educational expenses. The dependent commuter
students at public two-year colleges, who represent 23 percent of all de-

pendent students, are the only students whose average budgets are relatively
low, $1,790 per year.

Maryland's two-year public colleges enroll 27 percent of all the students
but over 32 percent are from families of less than $9,000 annual income,

The public four-year colleges enroll 56 percent of all students and an equal
percentage of the students from famllies of less than $9,000 annual income,
The non-public four-year colleges enroll 17 percent of all the students but
only 12 percent of the students from famlilies of less than $%,000 annual in-
come., On the other hand, the non-publiic colleges enroll 25 percent of all
studeuts from familles of mora than 512,000 annual income. Only 15 percént
of these upper income studenta are enrolled at the public two-year colleges.
In contrast to the situation In other SREB states, the family financlal
c¢lrcumstances of Maryland public college and Maryland non-public college
students are quita different. The family income distributions of dependent
college students are displayed in Table 1. Thelr weighted averaga budgots
are displayed In Table 2.

Karyland students receive about the same percentages of their ald from Fed-
eral st lont ald programs, institutienal student ald programs. and state and
Federal educational benefits as do students in the region. However, the
Maryland students recelve a smaller percentage of their aid from the guaran-
teed loan programs (10 percent as compared to 21 percent) and a larger per-
centage of their aild {nine percent as compared to two percent} from state
gtudent aid programs.

Maryland public four-year college stydents receive only 24 percent of thelir
ald from institutional student ald programs. The non-public four-year col-
lege students recelve 54 percent of thelr aid from thelr institutions. The
respective institutional student ald programs percentages for similar in-
stitutiona in the reglon are 28 and 35 percent. The two-year public college
student ald recipients receive ovar half of thelr ald from educational beéne-
fits., The reglonal average for this source of aid for these Linstitutions is
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only 35 percent.. The sources of ald by institutions are displayed in Table
3.

The largest percentage of aid to Maryland students 1s availabla in the form
of grants. Only 25 percent of all aid 18 available In the form of loans;

the reglonal average ls 34 percent. (ver half rhe aid to four-year non-
public college students is in the form of grants; four.year non-public coel-
loge atudents in the region recelve only 37 percent of thelr awards in grants.
At the Maryland two-year non-public colleges, 42 percent of the aid ls {n the
form of grants; the reglonal average is 22 percent. Avallable aid by types

of aid 1is displayed in Table 4,

Over 51 percent of the ald available to Maryland students is awarded primar-
ily on the basis of financial need. The reglonal average 18 44 percent. Of
the aid available to Maryiand non-public four-year college students, 72 per-
cent is generally avallable ald. The regional average for these typea of
institutions is 59 percent. Even though over half of the aid available te
public two-year college students is in the form of educational benefits, and,
therefore, restricted ald, 35 percent of ald avsilable to them 1is generaily
avallable, Only 27 percent of the aid available to public two-year college
students In phe reglon 1% generally available. Therefore, ald program eli-
gibilicy requirements in Maryland are generally not as exclusive ag for these
in other states.

The total Aggregate unmet need for Haryland students 1s $23.62 wmillien,

Half of rhis unmet need 1s eXperienced by public four-year college students.
Maryland 13 almost unique among the SREB states in that the proportion of
total unmet financial nreed eXperienced by non-public four-year college stu-
dents 1s snaller than thelr proportion of total aggregate financlal need.
This mesans that while their needs are relatively greater, rhey have access
to a relatively greater proportion of the financial aid, The pPublic two-
year college students experience only 22 percent of the total fipancial need
but have over 2% percent of the upnmet need. This is primarily due to the
fact thar they have accesa to only 16 percent of all gvailable aid.

Maryland ranks third among SREB states Iin the effective distribution of fi-
nancial aid among institutions. The effective distributien of aild among stu-
dents from various financial family circumstances ranks first. However, Lf
all available aid were made available on the basis 9f need, the unmet neecd
would be reduced by 24 percent. Since Maryland's ranking on the effective
distribution of atd according to need 1s so good, it might be asked why the
24 percent reduction? The answer 18 that the effective distribution of ald
among instltutions discriminates against the public institutions which en-
roll 83 percent of the students who have 74 percent of the totat financial
need. 50, even though the indices of effective distribution are good, the
locus of the large amount of financial need in these institutions contributes
to tha total problem's magnitude.
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Table 1

Weighted Average Dependent Student Budgets
By Institutional Types, Maryland, 1971-72

Percent of Percent of
Institutional Tvpes Resident Enrollment Commuter Enrollment
4-Year Public §2,210 50 $2,060 50
4-Year Won-Public $3,845 61 $3,115 39
2-Year Public $2,140 ) 4 $1,790 96
2-Year Non-Public $3,825 25 $2,625 75
Table 2

Family Income Distr{butiops of Emrc:lied
Dependent Students, by Institutional Types,
Maryland, 1971-72

Family Income 4-Year 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year
Interval Public Non=-Public Public Non-Public

Less than $6,000 18.z% 8.8% 17.0% J0.8%
$6,000 to $8,999 16.8 14.3 32.5 61.5
$9,000 to $11,999 19.9 19.3 21.8 5.8
More than $12,000 45,1 57.6 8.7 1.9

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Medlan $11,261 $13,140 $9,06% $6,937
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Table 3

Sources of Atd-Maryland
(amounts in thousands)

4eyear L.year 2-year 2=year
Types Fublic Non~-public Publie Non-public Total
Federal Ald
Programs $7,066 $3,092 $1,69% $165 $12,0148
Percent 30.3 23,7 23.8 70.0 27.5
Guaranteed
loans 2,585 771 1,050 8 4,414
Percent 1t.1 5.9 14.8 3.4 10.1
Educational
Beneftits 5,526 1,087 3,615 58 10,286
Percent 23.7 8.3 50.9 24.6 23.5
Insticutional
Aid Programs 5,483 7,050 103 1 12,837
Percent 23.5 54.2 4.3 A 29.4
State Ald
Programs 2,428 305 368 2 3,703
Percent 10.4 6.9 5.2 .8 8.5
Other Atid
Programs 231 129 70 2 432
Percent 1.0 1.0 1.0 .8 1.0
Total $23,319 $13,034 $7,101 $236 $43,690
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Table 4

Types of Avallable Aid by Inscicutions-Maryland

(amounts in thousands)

Types of Educational
Institutions Grants Percent Loans Percent Work Percent Benefits Percent
4-year Public $8,163 35.0 5,947 25.5 $3,683 15.8 $5,526 3.7
4-year Nor-public 6,868 52.7 3.114 23.9 1,965 15.1 1,087 8.3
2-year Public 1,119 15.8 1,719 24,2 648 9.1 3,615 50.9
2-yesr “on-publ.s 99 41.9 71 30.1 8 3.4 58 2.6
Total $16,249 37.2 $10,851 24.8 £5.304 4.4 $10,286 23.6
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Table 5-Maryland

Institutional Enrollment Financial Need Total Available Generally Available Unmet Need
Type _{(thousands} {millions) Ald (millions) Aid ‘millions) {willions)
4-year Public 47.38 $32.13 $23.32 $10.50 $12.41
4-year Non-public 13.82 15.38 13,03 9.39 4.06
2-year Public 22.50 13.58 7.10 2.45 6.89
2-year Non-public =25 —_ +50 224 -17 .26
Totals 83.95 $61.59 $43.69 $22.51 $23.62
Family Income Enrollment Filnancial Need Total Available Generally Available Unmet Need
Interval (thousands) {millions) Aid (millions) Aid (millions) {millions}
Below $6,000 11.15 $19.08 $11.98 §$7.10 $7.16
$6,000 - $8,999 14.02 20.00 13.07 7.30 6.94
$9,000 - $11,999 13.9% 12.53 7.29 5.17 5.24
Above $12,000 29.93 .03 5.69 1.63 ———
Independent 14.86 _9.95 5. 66 1.31 4.28
Totals B3.95 $61.59 $43.69 $22.51 $23.62



.MISSISSIPPI

in 1971-72 there were 60,432 fuyll-tima undergraduate students enrolled in the
colleges and universities of Miesissippl. On the average, they are among the
least affluent students in the roglon. The median family income of all de-
pendent students was $7,662. Over 37 porcent of the dependent students camo
from families with less than $6,000 annual income,

Tha welighted average student budgets for Mississippl srudents were lower than
those in all the SREB statos except Louisiana. The differences between costs
at the public and the non.public coilegos aro quite small. The welghted av-
erage budget for public four-year colleges was $1,840; for the non-public
four-year colleges, it was $2,430. This amounts to a difference of about&£67
& month for the academic year. Becguse costs are relatively gimilar at public
and non-public institutions, it is not surprising cthat the family income dis-
tributions of students at both types of institutions are fairly similar. In
Mississippl, as Iin Alabama and Georgla, the family inzomes of aon-public col-
loge students are lower than those of public college students. This 1s be-
cause of the large number of predominately black colleges in Mississippl that
enroll significant numbers of low Lacome students. The family income distri-
bution and the welighted average costs of dependent students are displayed in
Tables 1 and 2.

Mlississippl students aro more likely than students elsewhere in the replon te
recelive aid from Federal student aid programs, but thoy are less likely to re-
ceive ald from institutional student ald programs. This is particularly true
for the non-public college and university students. These students recelve
46 percent of their aid from Federal student aid programs but only 22 percent
of theilr ald comes from Institutional student ald programs (Table 3). The

respective pércentages for students at similar institutions in the reglon are
36 and 34 percent.

Mississippl aid reciplents are more likely than ald reciplents in the reglon
to recelve a loan or employment award. Only North Carolina ald recipients,
among the SREB states, recelve a greater percentage of their aid in the form
of employment. oOne out of every four dollars of ald available to non-public
four«year college students in Mississippl is in the form of an employment
award. Only one out of every flve dollars of financ{il aid to students at
similar {nstitutions in the reglon is an employment award. Table 3 displays
the types of awards by institutions.

Only 36 percent of all the available aid to Mississippl students 1s awarded
primarily on the basis cf need, The average for the reglon is 44 perceant,
This type of vestriction on the dqistribution of aid is most evident at the
public two-year colleges. The unmet financial need of Mississippl students

in 1971-72 was the second smallest total among the SREB statos, §7.09 millien.
Twenty-seven percent of tha unmet need was exparienced by non-public four-
year college students, However, the effective distribution of ald among in-
stitutions according to the relative aced of students is fourth best among
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the SREB states. The unmet need problem in Mississippl is primarily one of
distribution of aid doilavs among studentz wlthin institutions, For example,
while students from fam{lies of less than $6,000 annuval tncome have 54 per-
cent of the total aggregate nced, they have acecess to only 50 percent of the
avallable aid. While the independent students have 17 percent of the finan-
cial need, they have access to just 12 percent of the avallable aid. Conse-
quently, 46 percent of the urmet need 1s experienced by students from fami-
lies with less tiaa $6,000 annual income and 34 percent of the unmet need 1ia
experienced by the independent students, The financial aid, available aid,
generally available ald and unmet need of Missizsippf students, by instiru-
tion and family financial civeumstances, are displayed in Table 5.
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Table 1

Welighted Average Dependent Student Budgets
By Institutional Types, Mississippi, 1971-72

Percent of

Percent of

Institutional Types Resident Enrollment Commuter Enroliment
4=Year Public $1,880 75 $1,715 25
4=Year Non-Public $2,470 85 $2,195 15
2-Year Public $1,220 50 51,220 50
2-Year Non-Public $2,145 66 $1,480 34
Table 2
Family Income Distritutions of Enrclled
Dependent Students, by Institutional Types,
Mississippi, 197172
Family Income 4-Year 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year
Interval Public Non-Public Public Non-Fublic
Less than $6,000 34.8% 38.1% 38, 6% 57.8%
56,000 to $8,999 21.9 18.3 25.5 29.9
59,000 to 511,999 12.8 12.8 21,1 5.8
More than $12,000 30.5 0.8 14.8 6.5
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Median $8,082 $7,951 57,31 $5,191
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Table 3

Sources of Ald-Hisslssippl

{amounts in thousands)

4-year 4-yeayr 2-year 2=year
Types Public .Non=~public Public Non-public Total
Federal Aid
Programs $7,567 $2,008 $1,688 $829 $12,182
Percent 32,3 42.1 21.5 60,4 32,4
Guaranteed
Loans 4,244 815 2,963 237 8,259
Percent 18.1 16.4 37.8 17.3 21.9
Educational
Benefits 4,408 675 2,575 229 7,887
Percent 18.8 13.¢6 32.8 16.7 20.9
Institutional
Ald Programs 7,008 1,323 544 65 8,941
Percent 29.8 26.7 6.9 4.7 23.8
State Afd
Programs @ eamaea camvame cacacswa - LEEEL LR
Percent = <esess tsaces ees me— e sreemman
Other Ald
Programs 233 49 78 13 i
Percent 1.0 1.0 _ 1.0 9 1.0
Total §23,461 $4,400 $7,848 $1,I1 $37,642
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Table 4

Types of Available Aid by Instirurions-Mississippi

{amounts in thousands)

Educarional

Types of
Insticucions Grants Percent Loans Percent Work Percent Benefits Percent
4-year Public $6,004 25.6 58,116 3.6 $4,933 21.0 54,408 18.8
4=-yeal Non-public 1,507 30.4 1,539 31.0 1,239 25.0 675 13.6
2-yealr Public 618 7.9 3,317 42.3 1,338 17.0 2,575 2.8
2-year Non-public 223 16.2 475 34.6 446 32,5 _ 229 16.7
Total $8,352 22.2 513,447 35.7 $7.,956 21.1 57,887 21.0



98

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 5-Mississippi

Institutional Enrollment Financial Weed Total Available Generally Available Unmet Need
Type {thousands) (millions) Afd (wmillions) Aid (millions) (millions}
4eyear Pudlic 34.39 $25.57 $23.46 $9.12 $4.26
4-year Non-publie¢ 5.68 6.65 4e 96 3.06 1.88
2-year Public 19.06 7.80 7.85 1.76 75
2-year Non-public 1.30 1.57 1.37 .95 .20
Totals 60.43 $41.59 $37.64 $14.89 $7.09
Family Income Enrollment Financial Need Total Available Generally Available Uamet Need
Intexrval {thousands) (millions) Aid (millions) Aid {wfllions) {millions}
Below $6,000 18.60 $22.27 $19.00 $7.98 $3.27
$6,000 - $8,999 11.56 10.21 9.13 3.76 1.11
$9,000 - $11,999 7.77 2.17 2.58 2.13 .27
Above $12,000 12.07 .0L 2.45 wana ——
Independent 10.43 6.93 _4.48 _1.02 _2.44
Totals 60.43 $61.99 $37.64 $14.89 $7.09



NORTH CAROLLNA

Among the SREB states, only Florids and Texas have larger undergraduate stu-
dent populations than North Carolina'e. 1n 1971-72 there were 135,061 full-
time undergraduates enrolled in North Carolina colleges, universities, and
vocational-technical institutes. Thirty-one percent of these students were
enrolted in non-public institutions. Among the SREB states, only South
Carolina has a larger percentage of students enrolled in non-publiic insti-
tutions.

The difference in costs between public and non-public institutions in North
Carolina is significant, For cxample, the weighted average budget at the
non«public four-year colleges 1s $3,234 while at the public four-year col-
leges the budget 1g only $1,828 or 43 percent less (Table 2),

The differences in cost contribute to the variations in the family financial
c¢ircumstances of the students at the different types of institutions. There
are four rather distinct student populations--in rerms of family income--in
the institutions. The non-public two-year and four-year college populations
are similar. But the public four-year celleges, the two-year colleges and
the vocational-technical institute populations are distinctly different. For
examp le, the median family income of the vocational-technical institute stu-
dents 1s 30 percent lower than the median for the four~-year public colleges
and 15 percent lower than the median for the public two-year colleges. A
disproportionate number of low income students are enrolled at the public two-
year colleges and the vocationalstechnical institutes. While only 18 percent
of the dependent studente are enrolled in these institutions, 28 percent of
the students from families with less than $6,000 income are enrolled, Om the
other hand, eonly eight percent of the dependent students from families of
more than $12,000 income attend the lower cost inatitutions., The financial
need problem in Worth Caroline 1s largely due to the significant non-publie
college enrollment. While these students represent 30 percent of all stu-
dents, thelr aggregate nced amounts to 49 percent of all aggregate need for
the state. The fami{ly income distributions of enrolled dependent students
are displayed in Table 1,

North Carolina students are ctore likely then students Iin the region to re-
celve atd from Federal student aid programs, instftutional student &8id pro-
grams and state student aid programs. They are Less likaly to recelive

money through guaranteed student loan programs. Onme reason for the larger
proportion of institutional student aid is that 36 percent of the aid avail-
able to the four-year public college students (who receive 53 percent of all
aid) ts available from their institutions. Students at public four-year col-
leges Lln the reglon recelve just 29 percent of thelr aid from &tmstitutions.
Cne reason the Federal student ald peércentage is higher than in other states
is the relatfvely high degree of participation by the vocational-technical
institutez Ln the Federal student aid programs. While only four percent of
the aid available to vocational-technical institute students in the region
comes from Federal student aid programs, 2t percent of the aid available

87




O

to the North Carolina vocational-technical institute students is from this
source (Table 3).

North Carolina students receive a grester percentage of their finsnclal aid
in the form of employment than the students of any SREB state. WNorth Carolina
aid recipients are leas likely than aid recipients in the region to receive &
loan. Only 23 percent of the aid available to North Carolinians is in the
form of loans. The regional percentage is 34 percent., Students at the four=
year colleges in North Carolina are less likely than students in other states
to receive a loan. Twenty-three percent of the ald available to four-year
college students in North Carolina is in the form of loaus., Thirty-three
percent of the aid availahble to four-year college students in the region is
in the form of loans. Fifty-one percent of the aid available to the public
two-year college students is in the form of educationsl benefits., The compa-
rable regional figure is 35 percent. Financial aid Ly types of awards, by
institutional types, is displayed in Table 4.

More of the sid available to North Cerolina students than to students in the
region is awarded primarily on the bssis of finsncial need--54 percent as
compared to 44 percent. This i5s particularly so for the vocational-technical
institutee where 32 percent of all aid is generally available. The compara-
ble percentage for the region is 24 percent.

The unmet financisl need in Rorth Cerolina is $37.89 million. Over 70 per-
cent of this unmet need is experienced by the non-public college students,
While these students have nearly half of the state’s total aggregate financial
need, they have access to just one third of the available aids The problem

is that, by institutional types, aid is not available where the needy students
are located, If all aid were made available to students in proportion to their
need, the unmet need would be reduced by nine pércent. Table 5 displays the
financial need, availahle aid, generally available aid snd unmet need of North
Carolina students by institutional types and family finsneial circumstances.
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Table 1

Weighted Average Dependent Student Budgets
By Institucional Types, North Carolina, 1971-72

Percent of Percent of
Institut {onal Types Resident Enrollment Commuter Enrollment
4-Year Public $1,935 65 $1,630 35
4=Year Non+Public $3,270 86 $3,015 l4e
2-Year Public $1,765 24 $1,240 76
2-Year Non-Public $2,385 87 $1,835 13
Public Yo+tech $1,835 11 $1,245 83

Table 2

Family Income Distributions of Enrolled
Dependent Students, by Institutional Types,
North Carolina, 1971-72

Family Income 4-Year 4-Year 2~Year 2~Year Public
Interwval Public Non-Public Public Non-Publf{c Vo-tech
Less than $6,000 26,0% 15.7% 33.1% 17.9% 43.8%
$6,000 to $8,999 21.1 16.2 29.0 18.7 27.8
$9,000 to $11,999 17.0 14.1 19.4 19,4 15.5
More than $12,000  35.9 50.0 18.5 44.0 12,9
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Medfan $9,512 $12,000 $7,748 $11,072 $6,669
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Table 3

Sources of Ald-North Carclina
(amounts in thousands)

beyear 4=year 2-year 2-year Public
Types Public Hon-public Public Hon-public Vo-tech Total
Federal Aid
Programs $10,755 $8.519 $1,145 $1,047 $1,062 $22,528
Percent 29.5 41.5 28.9 42,9 21.2 32.9
Guaranteed
Loans 2,493 1,183 499 292 625 5,092
Percent 6.8 5.8 12.6 12.0 12,5 7.4
Educational
Benofits 9,067 3,466 2,023 722 3,181 18,459
Percent 24.8 16.9 51.1 29.6 63,3 27.0
Institutional
Ald Programs 13,293 6,833 162 284 98 20,670
Percent 36.4 33.3 4,1 11.6 2.0 jo.2
State Ald
Programs 531 310 90 70 ceseas 1,001
Percent 1.5 1.5 2.3 2.9  seeveea 1.5
Ocher Ald
Programs 361 202 39 25 50 677
Percent 1.0 1,0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Total $36,500 $20,513 $3,958 $2,440 $5,016 $68,427

20




16

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table &

Types of Available Aid by Institutions-North Carolina

{amounts in thousands)

Tvpes of Educational
Institutions Grants  Percent Loans Percent work Percent Benefits Percent
4-year Public §11,221 30.7 $8,128 22.3 $8,084 22.2 $9,067 264.8
4-year Non-public 7,286 35.5 5,284 25.8 4,479 21.8 3,466 16.9
2-year Public 473  12.0 767 19.4 695 17.6 2,023 51.0
2-year Non-public 419 17.2 645 26.4 654 26.8 722 29.6
Public Vo-tech 230 4.6 788 15.7 817 16.3 _3;181 63.4
Total 319,627 28.7 $15,612 22.8 314,729 21.5 $18.459 27.0
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Table 5-North Caroclina

Institutional Enrollment Financial Need Total Available Generally Available Domet Need
Type {chousands} {millions) Afid (millions) Aid (millions) {millions}
4~year Public 65.26 $40.65 $36.50 $17.38 $ 7.12
4=year Non=public 34.30 43.75 20.51 14.94 22.79
2=-year Public 11.73 &.77 3.96 1.48 1.16
2-year Non-public 7.63 6.24 2.44 1.46 3.9
Public Vo-tech 17.14 _7.56 _ 5.0 _1.60 _ 2.88
Totals 136.06 $102.97 $68.43 $36.86 $37.89

Family Income

Enrollment Financial Need Total Available Generally Available Unmet Need

Interval (thousands) {millions) Aid (oillions) Aid (millions) {millions)
Below $6,000 29.62 $44.96 $28.98 $18.43 $15.98
$6,000 - $8,999 23.47 29.50Q 19.90 11.67 9.60
$9,000 - $11,999 18.39 12.97 6.83 4.81 6.45
Above 912,000 40.99 1.13 4.61 .70 -——
Independent 23.59 14.41 8.11 1.25 5.86

Totals 136.06 $102.97 $68.43 $36.86 $37.89
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SOUTH CAROLLNA

The financial aid problem in South Carolina is primarily a4 function of the
distrtbution of large numbers of students from low-incomc families among
relatively high cost non-public colleges. The median family incomes of de-
pendent students at the public and non-public four-year colleges are similar.
Howaver, the non-public family income distribution is bimodal. Thirty-one
percent of the dependent non-public Eour-year college students come Erom
families with less than $6,000 income and 43 percent of the non-public four-
year college students come from families with more than $12,000 income. For
the most part, lower income non-public college students are enrolled at pre-
dominately black colleges. Thirty-eight percent of the dependent students
and 33 percent of all South Carolina students are enrclled at non-public col-
leges. The Eull-time undergraduate enrcllment at South Carolina colleges,
universities, and vocational-technical institutes was 59,357 students in

1971-72.3 Table 1 displays the family income distribution for dependent stu-
dents by institutional types.

Non-public four-year college costs are, on the average, $925 higher than
thagse at public four-year colleges and 51,290 higher than those at the voca-
tional-technical institutes. In spite of this cost differential, 46 percent
of all low income students (those from families of less than $6,000 income)
are enrolled in the non-public colleges {Table 2).

Sonth Carolina students are more lfkely than students in the region to re-
ceive financial aid from thelr institutions. Thirty-five percent of all aid
to South Carolinlans comes from institutional student ald programs. Only 27
rercent of the aid available in the region comes from this source. FiEty
percent of the aid available to public four-year college students and 14 per-
cent of the ald available to vocationaletechnical institute students comes
from thelr institutions. The comparable regional Eigures are respectively
29 and 4., However, only 20 percent of tha aid avallable to four-year non-
public college students comes from their institution. The reglonal average
is 35 percent. Aid from Federal student aid programs is the most important
source for the non-public four-year college student. Forty-nine percent of
their aid comes through Federal student aid programs. Only eight percent

of all ald available to South Carolina stuients comes through the guaranteed
loan programs. The regional percentage is 21 percent. The asources of stu-
dent financial aid, by institutions, are displayed in Table 3.

The patterns of ald by types vary considerably among institutions both in
comparison with each other and with the region. Thirty-two percent of the
aid available to public four-year college students is in the form of grants.
The comparable regional flgure is 26 percent., On the other hand, only 28
percent of the ald available to non-public four-year college students i3
grant money. The comparable reglonal figure is 37 percent. The vocational-
technical institute students of South Carolina are more likely than voca-~
tional-techpical students in other SREB states to receive 4 grant. Ten per-
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cent of thelr afd is grant money while the porcentage for the vegion is only

four percent, Types of available ald by institutional types ave displayed
in Table 3.

Slightly less aid available to South Carotinfans (42 percoent) than is avail-
able to other students in the vreglon (44 percent) is awarded primarlly on
the basis of financial need. This type of restriction on availability is
particularly significant at the non-public two-year ¢olleges whare only 28
percent of the avatlable aid is awarded primarily on the basis of need.

The compavable vegional figure is 57 percent.

The unmet need for South Carolina 1s $22.11 mtllion. 1In addition to the
distribution of low income students at relatively high cost institutions, the
distribution of availlable aid among finstitutions contvributes to the unmet
need problem. For example, while the four-year public college studenty ex-
perience only 43 percent of the total aggregate financial need, they have
access to almost 55 percent of the available aid. Forty-eight percent of

the financial need is experienced by the non-public college students, who
have access to onlky 37 percent of the available ald. In spite of this lack
of covvespondence in the institutional distributions of need and aid, South
Carolina ranks second among SREB states in the cffective distribution of aid
among lnstitutions. When the aid is avallable at the institutions, it is
available to needy students, the problem s that needy students are not cn-
rolled where aid is available. For example, 45 percent of the total aggregate
financial need ts experienced by students from families with less than $6,000
income and they have access to just 3§ percent of all available aild. Conse-
quently, their unmet need vepresents 48 percent of the total ummet need,
Table 5 displays the financial neced, available aid, gencrally available aid

and unmet need of South Carolina students by institutional type and family
financial circumstances.

3. The enrollments and financial data for the two-year reglonal campuses of

the University of South Carolina and Clemson Untversity ave included f{n
the four-year public college data.
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Table 1

Weighted Average Dependent Student Budgets
By Institutional Types, South Carolina, 1971-72

Percent of Percent of
Institutional Types Resident Enrollment Commuter Entollment
4=-Year Public $2,090 78 $1,850 22
4-Year Non-Public $3,075 80 $2,505 20
2~Year Non-Public $2,260 73 $1,920 27
Fublic Vo-tech $1,970 3 $1,660 27
Table 2

Family Income Distributions of Enrolled
Deprndent Students, by lnstitutienal Types,
South Carolina, 1971-72

Family Income 4=-Year 4=Year 2~Year Public
interval Public Non-Public Non-Public Vo-tech
Less than $6,000 18.0% 31.0% 27.1% 43,81
$6,000 to $8.999 20.0 13.8 20.1 25.3
$9,000 Lo $11,999 23,0 12.3 24.9 13.9
More than $12,000 3.0 42,9 27.9 17.0
100.0% 100.0% 160.,0% 100.0%

Madian 310,565 $10,268 $9,337 $6,735
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Table 3

Sources of Ald-South Carolina
(amounts in thousanda)

4-year G+year 2+year Fublic
Types Public Nen-public Non-public Vo«tech Total
Federal Ald
Programs $2,665 $5,095 $625 $460 $8,845
Percent 16.1 49.3 34.5 i8.5 28,4
Guaranteeo
Loans 1,231 920 303 136 2,590
Percent 7.5 B.9 16.56 5.5 8.3
Educational
Benefits 4,210 2,118 483 1,516 8,350
Percent 25.5 20.5 5.6 60.8 26.8
Institutional
Ald Programs 8,238 2,039 403 355 11,035
Parcent 49.9 19.8 22.3 14.2 35.3
State Ald
Programs ----- 50 - - 50
Percent = -wee- - - L) .2
Other Ald
Programs 165 102 18 24 265
Parcent 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1,0
Total £16,509 $10,324 $1,811 $2,49%1 $31,135
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Tehle 4

Types of Available Aid by Iustitutions-Scuth Carolina

{amounts in thousands)

Types of Educazional
Institufions Crants Percent Loaus Percent Work Percent Benefits Percent
4-year Public $5,678 3.9 $4,677 26.3 $3,196 17.9 $4,253 23.9
& -wvear Nou-public 2,856 27.7 2,905 28.1 2,445 23.7 2,118 20.5
2-year Nou-publlc 360 19.8 588 32.5 400 22.1 462 25.6
Public Vo-tech 250 0.0 296 11.9 429 17.2 1,516 60.9
Total 39,144 28.2 $8,466 26.1 56,70 20.0 58,350 25.7
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Table 5-South Careclina

Institutional Enrollment Financial Need Total Available Generally Available Unmet Need
Tvpe {thousands) {(millions) Aid (millions) Aid (millions) {millions)
4-year Public 32.17 $21.81 $17.77 $6.65 § 6,61
f4=year Non-publie 16.59 21.12 10.32 5.71 11.43
2-year Non-public 3.13 3.24 1.81 .74 1.55
Public Vo-tech _T.47 4,96 2.49 bl 2.52
Totals 59.36 $51.13 $32.39 $13.51 $22.11
Family Income Enrcollment Financial Need Total Available Generally Available Unmer Need
Enterval {thousands) {milliors) Aid (millions) Aid (millions) (milliors)
Below $6,000 12.45 $23.07 $12.41 $6.11 $10.66
$6,000 - $8,999 9.19 13.26 7.69 3.54 5.57
$9.,000 - 511,999 9.11 7.33 3.21 1.76 4.11
Above $12,000 18.03 -— 3.38 -—— eea-
lndependent 10.58 7.47 5.70 2.10 1.77
Totals 59.36 $51.13 $32.39 $13.51 $22.11




TENNESSEE
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Only the institutions of Florida, WNorth Carolina and Texas, among SREB
states, enroll more full-time undergraduates than do Tennessee institutions.
However, the state's financial need ranks sixth among SREB statoes. One rea-
son for the relatively low financial need 1s that dependent student family
incomes arc generally higher than those of other SREB states, The median
family income for Tennessee dependent students 1s $9,982, which 1s the fourth
highest in the region. Costs in Tennessee institutions, however, rank sev.
enth lowest among SREB states,

The d{fference between ¢osts at four-yea. public colleges and four-year non-
public colleges {s substantial. The average cost at the non-public insti-
tutions is 73 percent higher than the cost at the public {nstitutfons (Table
2}, On the average, non-public college students are more affluent than are
the public college students. While the non-public colleges enrell 29 per-
cent of all dependent students, they enroll only 22 percent of the students
from families of less than 56,000 {income. Om the other hand, the non-public
colleges enroll 40 percent of all the students from families of more than
$12,000 tpcome {Table 1}.

Tennessee ald recipients are more likely to receive awnrds from Federal stu-
dent aid programs and institutional aid programs than are students In the
region. They are less likely, however, to receive awards from guaranteed
loan programs. The I{mportance of the Federal! and the institutional ald pro-
grams {s greatest at the non-pubiic four-year colleges., Eight percent of

the aid available to these students comes through these two types of sources.
The reglonal average 1s 70 percent.

The vocational-technical institute students receive 77 percent of thelr aid
in the form of educational benefits. The regional average is 63 percent,
The lack of institutional student aid at the public two-year colleges and
the vocational-technical institutes {s significant. Only two percent of the
aid available to students at these types of Institut{ons comes through the
institutions. The regional average 1s six percent.

The patterns of aid available to Tennessee students show little variation
from the regional pattern. About 45 percent of all aid availeble to Tennes-
see students {s awarded primarily on the basis of financial need. The re-
glonal average 1s 44 percent, Students I{n Tennessee four-year public and at
vocational-technical {nstitutes have less access to aid based primarily on
need than do students at similar {nstitutions in the region.

The unmet need for Tennessee students 1s $27.35 miilion. Eighty percent of
this unmet need {s experienced by the four-year college students. However,
the two-year non-public college students have the proportionately highest
unmet need. While they experience only 3.3 percent of all financial need,
their unmet need represents seven percent of the total. By family financial
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circumstances, the independent students experience the largest proportionate
amount of unmet need. For example, the independent students have only 19

percent of the Einancial need, but they expericnce over 26 perceat of the un-
met need. The Elnancial need, available ald, gevnerally available ald and un-
met need for Tennesse¢ students, by institutions and Eamilies Einancial cir-

cumstances, are displayed in Table 5.
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Table 1

Weighted Average Dependent Student Budgets
By Imstitutional Types, Tennessee, 1971-72

Percent of Percent of
lnstituional Types Resident Enrollment Commut et Enrol 1ment
4+Year Public $1,850 67 $1,500 3
4=-Year Non-Public $3,145 81 $2,350 19
2-Year Public $1,585 14 51,230 86
2-Year Non-Public £2,335 g2 $2,045 17
Public Vo-tech 51,700 18 51,280 82

Table 2

Family Income Distributions of Enrolled
Dependent Students, by Institutional Types,
Tennesseg, 1971-72

Fanily Income 4=Year 4-Year 2-Year 2-Year Public
Intetval Public Non-Public Public Mon~Public Vo-tech
Less than $56,000 23.4% 16.2% 30.4% 25.1% IL.7%
$6,000 to $8,999 21.5 17.9 27.5 21.9 29.8
$9,000 to $11,999 19.6 13.0 17.8 22.1 19.6
More than $12,000  35.5 52,9 4,3 30.9 18.9
1C0,.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100,0%
Median 59,781 $12,782 $8,138 $9,407 $7,842
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Table 3

Sources of Ald-Tennessee
(amounts I{n thousands)

4-year Geyear 2-year 2-year Public
Types Public Non-publle Public Hon-publle Vo-tech Tot:t
Federal Aid
Prograns $6,737 48,541 $780 §911 S171 $17,140
Percent 27.2 42.4 37.4 47.6 10.8 331.9
GCuaranteed
Loans 4,791 1,740 541 6 135 7,485
Percent 19.4 8.8 26.0 12.8 §.6 14£.8
Fducational
Benafits 6,363 2,030 04 21} 1,220 10,534
Percent 25,7 10.1 33.8 11,0 717.2 20.9
Institutlonal
Ald Programs 6,605 7,821 38 528 38 16,820
Percent 6.7 37.7 1.8 27.6 2.4 29.4
State Atld
Programs = ===-=sxc  seeaces mee-as sesse assee esssss==a
Perceﬂt L LX) - m s ammma e -
Other Aid
Programs 245 192 20 19 16 499
Percent 1.0 1.9 1.9 1.¢ 1.0 1.0
Total $24,749 $29,161 $2,082 51,915 $1,580 550,488
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Table 4

Types of Available afd by Instlitutions-Tennessee

{amounts in thousands)

Types of Educational
Institutions Grants Percent Loans Percent MWork Percent Benefits  Percent
4-year Public $5,786 23.4 $7.,808 t.6 $4,786 19.3 $6,369 25.7
4-year Noen-public 7.585 37.6 6,151 30.5 4,395 2.8 2,030 10.1
2-year Public 211 10.1 780 37.5 iss 8.6 704 3.8
2-year Non-public 495 25.9 772 40.3 437 22.8 211 11.0
Public Vo-tech 41 2,6 152 9.6 167 10.6 1,220 7.2
Total $14,118 28.0 $15,663 31.0 510,173 20.1 $10,534 29.9



Table S~TennesSee

Institutional Enrollment Financial Need Total Available Generally Available Unmet Need
Type {chousands) (millions) Aid (millions) Aig (millions) (millions)
4~-year Public 63.56 $34.21 $246.75 § 7.55 $11.29
4-year Non-public 27.27 29.63 20.16 13.19 10,95
2=ye=r Public 5.98 2.24 2.08 .69 .26
2-year Noa-public 2.40 2.38 1.91 1.20 1.91
Public Vo-tech 10.18 4.49 1.58 .20 2.94
Totals 109,39 $72.95 $50.48 $22.83 §27.35
R
Family Income Enrollment Financial Need Total Available Generally Available Unmet Need
Incerval {thousands) {(millions} Aid {millions) Atd (millions) {(millions)
Below $6,000 20.00 $28.09 $19.75 $9.76 $9.05
$6,000 - $8,999 19.65 22,72 15.46 8.50 7.71
$9,000 - $11,999 16.11 8.36 ] 5,28 2.94 3.26
Above $12,000 3.42 —————— .46 el .10
Independent 20.21 13.78 6.53 1.63 7.23
Totals 109.39 $72.95 §50.48 $22.83 $27.35
Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TEXAS

In 1971-72, there were 302,326 full-time undergraduate students enrclled in
the public and private institutions of Texas. Their median Eamily ipcomes
ranked 12th among SREB states, However, the weiphted average student bud-
gets they paid ranked sixth among the SREB states. Over B84 pereent of all
the students were enrolled in publiely-supported institutions. Twenty-five
percent of the students were enrolled in public two-year eolleges. Only
Florida and Missfgsippi have a larger percentage of public two-year eclleges.
The public four-yedar and non-public four-year college student famiiies' in-
come distributions are not much different, even though the weighted average
cost for the non-public college student {s over $1,000 more per year (Table
2), By family financial circumstances, the four-year ecollege students are
much different from the two-year college students (Table 1), Students Erom
low income families in Texas are disproportionataly located at the publie
two-Year colleges and vocational-technical institutes, While these insti-
tutions enroll only 27 percent of the dependent students, they enroll 37 per-
eent of the stulents from families of less than $6,000 income. They enroll
only 12 percent of the students from families with more than $12,000 income.

Texas students receive proportionately less aid Efrom Federal student aid
programs than students in the region (20 percent as compared to 27 percent).
The Texas students, however, receive substantially more aid from the guaran-
teed loan program source than do students in the region (30 percent as com-
pare to 21 percent). Both of these patterns are particularly evident at

the four-year colleges. The guaranteed loan programs are the primary source
of financial assistance at the public two-year colleges and voeationsl-tech-
nical fngtitutes, Financial aid from state student aid programs represents
Eive percent of the total aid available to non-public four-year college stu-
dents and nine percent of the aid available to non-public two-year colleges.
Only Maryland's non-public four-year ecolloge students, among SREB states,
receive a greater proportion of afid from state student aid programs. Texas
non-public two-year college students, among SRER states, receive the largest
proportion of aid from state student aid programs (Table 3).

Texas aid recipients are more likely to reeeive a loan than are students in
the region (4l percent as compared to 34 percent)., This is primarily due
to the large percentage of guarantéed loan program dollars of aid in the
state. This is especlally true for the public two-year colleges and voca-
tional-technical institures. Texas vocational-technical institute students
receive & greater percentage of awards in the form of grants than students
at similar schools in the region (10 percent &s compared to & percent), see
Tablc Ql

Slightly more of the aid available to Texas students (49 percent) than to
students in the region (44 percent) Ls awarded primarily on the basis of
need, Half of the aid available to vocational-technical institute students
is generally available aid., The comparable percentage for students at simi-
lar institutions in the region is 23 percent.
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Tha unmet need for Texas students is $48.44 oillion. One reason the unmet
need i8 so large is that Texas ranks tenth atong SRER states in the effective
disttibution of aid by institutions and family financial ¢ircumstancas, 1f
all financial aid were made available to students in proportion to thelr
need, the uvnmet need would be reduced by 36 percent, or from $48.44 millien
to $30.93 million. The effective distribution of student financial aid among
{nstitutions discriminates in faver of public four-year colleges and #gainst
the two-year colleges and vocational«technical institutas, For exampla,
while the public four-year college students experience 49 percent of the
total aggregate financial need, they have only 34 percent of the unmet need.

The effective distribution of aid also discriminates againat independent gry-
dents, While the independent students have only 1B percent of the total

aggregate financ{al need, they experience 39 percent of the total ummet need.
Table 5 displays the financial need, total available aid, generally available

aid and ynmet need for Texas students by institutiona}l typey and family fi-
nancial circumstances.
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Table 1

Welghted Average Dependent Student Budgets
By Instttutional Types, Texas, 1971-72

Percent of Percent of
Institutional Types Resident Enrollment Commuter Enrollment
4-Year Public §1,940 10 $1,770 30
4-Year Hon-Publ.c 53,090 77 52,610 23
2-Year Public $1,785 16 $1,450 84
2=Year Non-Public $2,335 77 $1,925 23
Public Va-tech §2,210 68 $1,5%0 32

Table 2

Family lncowe Distributions of Enralled
Dependent Students, by Institutional Tyses,
Texag, 1971-72

Family Income S~Yeur 4~Year 2~Year 2-Year Public
Interval Public Non~Public Public Non~-Public Vo-tech
Less than $6,000 25.9% 22.2% 39.6% 23,3% 46.9%
$6,000 to $8,999 21.2 21.2 26.6 29.2 .0
$9,000 to $11,999 19.0 19.1 20.1 27.4 15.6
More than $12,000 1.9 s 13,7 20.1 _3.5
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Median  $9,458 $10,037 $7,173 $8,743 $6,274
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Table 3

Sources of Ald-Texas
(amounts in thousands)

4-year 4-year 2-year 2~year Public
Types Public Non-publiic Public Non-~public Vo-tech Total
Federal Ald
Programs $15,460 $17,205 $5,847 5975 $371  $239,858
Percent 14.9 30,3 19,2 42,2 21.0 20,4
Guaranteed
Loans 34,905 11,221 12,n22 610 933 60,291
Percent 33.7 19.8 41.4 26,5 52.7 30.9
Educational
Benefits 19,657 4,53% 9,673 338 387 3,594
Percent 19,0 8.0 3.8 14,7 2l.9 17.8
Institutional
Ald Programs 232,586 20,497 2,010 15¢ 61 55,304
Percent .4 36.0 6.6 6.5 3.4 28.4
State Ald
Programs =  =<=~w-- 2,790 e-ama- 210 AT 3,000
Percant s=v~--- 4,9  me---- 9.1 ea-e- 1.5
Other Ald
Programs 9 563 301 22 17 1,874
Percent 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Total $103,579 $56,815 $30,653  $2,305 $1,769 $194,921
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Table 4

Types of Available Ald by Institutions=Texas

(amounts in thousands)

Types of Educational
Institucions Grants  Percent Loans Percent Work Percent Benefits  Percent
4=year Public $24,5%87  23.7 $43,893 42.4 $15,442 14.9 519,657 19.0
4-year Non-public 22,648  39.9 20,055 35.3 9,573  lé.8 4,539 8.0
2-vear Public 2,589 8.5 14,012 46.0 4,179 13.7 9,673 31.3
2=year Non-public 698  30.3 €86 29.8 583 25.3 338 14.6
Public Ve-tech 177 10.0 957 54.1 248  14.0 387 21.9
Total $50,709  26.0 $79.603 40.8 $30,025 15.4 $24,59 17.8
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Table S5=Texas

Iastitutioanal Enrollment Finaancial Need Total Available Generally Avcilable Unmet Need
Type (thousawmds) (millioas) Aid {millioas) Afid (millions) (millicas)
4-year Public 176.29 $110.22 $103.58 $50.48 $16.30
4=yesr Noa~public 48.33 66.05 - 56.82 35.57 14.57
2=year Public 72.17 43.17 30.45 7.43 15.08
2~year Non-public 3.04 3.52 2.30 1.40 1.32
Public Vo-tech _2.50 _ 2.89 1,77 .89 1.17
Totals 302.33 $225.85 $194.92 595 77 548.44

Family Income
Iancerval

Earollment Fiasacial Need Tocal Available Generally Available Unpmet Need
{thousaads) _ (millions) Aid (milliions) Aid (millions)  {millions)

Below 96,000
$6,000 - $8,999
$9,000 = $11,299
Avove $12,000
Independent

Totals

68.21 $96.69 $82.62 $47.18 $14.06
53.41 63.21 52,13 29.15 11.08
45,34 26.22 22.71 12.37 4.47
67.80 .01 16.56 1.85 ——
67.57 39,72 20.90 5.22 18.83
302.33 $225,85 $194.92 $95.77 $48.44
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VLIRGINIA

In 1971-72, there were 99,180 students enrolled as full-time urdergraduates
in the colleges and universities of Virginia., These students have the high-
est median family incomes of SREB states--$i!,044. They also pay the high-
est welghted average student budgets among SREB states., Thio is primarily
because 26 percent of the dependent students attend private colleges where
the weighted average cost is $3,147 as compared to the weighted average cost
of $2,105 at the four-year public colleges and $1,685 at the two-year public
colleges (Table 1), By family income distributions, the twos-year public
college students are distinctly different from those students who attend the
other types of institutions. Their median family income is only $8,809.
¥hile only 13 percent of all dependent students are enrolled at the public
two-year colleges, 19 percent of all enrolled students with Lncomes of less
than $9,000 are enrolled at these institutions (Table 1). The presence of
low income students in the other college types is influenced in part by low
income student enrollment at predominately black public and non-public in-
stitutions.

The pattern of sources of student aid for the state as a whole is similar to
that of the region, There are, however, some variations by institutional
types, especially at the public two-year colleges. The public two-year col-
lege students receive 45 percent of their aid from state and Federal educa-
tional benefits. Students at similar institutions in the region receive only
35 percent of their ald from this source. On the other hand, only two per-
cent of the aid avallable to public two-year college students comes from
institutional student aid programs. The comparable percentage for the re-
glon is seven percent. Four-year college students In Virginia also cecelve
proportionately less financial aid from their institutions than do #tudents
in the region-+26 percent as compared to 31 percent (Table 3).

Virginia students receive proportionately more aid in the form of educational
benefits than do students in the region--28 percent as compared to 23 per-
cent., Non-public four-year college students Ln Virginia are less likely than
students at similar institutions in the region to receive a grant award.

Only 30 percent of their aid is in the form of grants, while the regional
average is 37 percent., Virginia students are slightly less likely to re-
ceive an employment award than are students in the region (Table 4).

Only 38 percent of the total sid available to Virginia students is awarded
primerily on the basis of need. The regional average is 44 percent. The
lack of generally available aid is particularly a problem at the non-public
two-year colleges, where only 43 percent of the aid is generally available.
The comparable regional average Is 57 percent.

The total sggregate unmet need for Virginla student is $23.5 million. Part
of the unmet need problem is related to the low rate of effective distribu-
tion of ald in proportion to need. 1f all avallable aid were awarded in
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proportion to student financial needs, the unmet need would be reduced by

1§ percent, By institutions, the non-public four-year collegas' students
have the proportionately preatest unmet need. These students experience
only 31 percent of the financial need but have 44 percent of the unmet need.
3y family ffnancial circumstances, the students from familiea with incomes

of between $9,000 to $12,000 per year have the proportionately greatest pro-
blem. These students exparience only 17 percent of the fiuancial need but
nave over 27 percent of the unmet need. The financlal need, available alid,
generally available ald and unmet need for Virginia students by inatitutional
tpe and family financial circumstances are displayed Iin Table 5.
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Table 1

Weighted Average Dependent Student Budgets
By Institutfonal Types, Virginia, 1971-72

Percent of Fercent of
Institutional Types Resident Enrollment Commuter Enrollment
4-Year Public $2,220 78 $1,700 22
4-Year Non-Public $3,360 79 $2,600 21
2=Year Public $1,830 9 $1,670 91
2-Year Non-Public $3,530 44 $2,075 56
Table 2

Family Income Distributions of Enrolled
Dependent Students, by Institutional Types

Virginia, 1971-72

Family Ir.come 4-Year h4-Year 2-Year 2-Year
Interval Fublic Hon=-Public Public Non=Public

Less than $6,000 16.8% 15.6% 26.5% 15. 8%
$6,000 to $8,999 19.6 15.5 25.1 22.7
$9,000 to $11,999 19.0 14.6 18.1 16,3
More than $12,000 44.6 34,3 30.3 45,2

100.0% 100.0% 100, 0% 100.0%

Medlan $L1,147 $8,809 $11,117
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Table 3

Sources of Ald-Virginias
{amounts {n thousands)

4eyear heyear 2-year 2.year
Types Publice Hon-public Puniic Non-publiic Total
Federal Aid
Programs £7,129 84,752 £1,899 3275 $14,055
Percent 22.0 34,5 25.5 20,1 25.5
Guaranteed
Loans 5,823 2,M8 1,936 305 11,412
Percent 21.1 17.0 26.0 22,3 20.8
Educational
Beneflts 8,608 2,438 3,382 331 14,759
Percent 26.6 17.7 45.4 24,13 26.9
Institutional
Ald Programs 8,054 3,958 118 435 12,565
Percent 24.9 28.7 1.6 3.9 22.9
State Ald
Programs 1,428 154 43 5 1,630
Percent 4.4 1.1 3 W 2.9
Other Aid
Programs 321 136 74 14 545
Parcent 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Total £32,363 §13,786 §7,452 £1,365 $54,966
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Table &

Types of Available Aid by Institutions-Virginia

(amounts in thousands)

Types of Educatrional

InsCitutions Grants  Percent Loans Percent work Percent Benefits Percent
E 4-year Public $8,127 25.1 $10,109 31.2 $4.979 15.4 $9,148 28.3

4-year Non-public 4,159 30.2 4,733 34.3 2,456 17.8 2,438 17.7

Z=-year Public 636 B.5 2,253 30.2 1,181 15.9 3,382 45.4

2-year Nen-public 300 22.0 479 35.1 255 13.7 331 24.2

Total $13,222 24.1 $17,574 32.0 $8,871 16.1 $15,299 27.8
Q
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Institut ional

Enrol lmeat

Table 5-Virginia

Financ¢ial Need Total Available

Generally Available

Unmet Need

Type {thousands) {millions) Aid (miilions) Aid (millions) {millions)
G~yeaTl Public 59.58 $40.92 $32.236 $10. $10.85
4-year Non-public 20.47 23.28 13.79 7.81 10.29
2~year Public 16.60 8.27 7.45 1.68 1.18
2-year Non-public 2.53 2.47 1.37 .59 1.18

Totals 99.18 $74.94 $54.97 $21.03 $23.50
Family Tacome Enrollment Financial Need Total Available Generally Available Unmet Need

Interval {thousands) _ (millions) Aid {millions) Ald (millions)  {(million-~)
Below $6,00C 15.77 $26.25 $21.23 $8.16 $5.02
$6,000 - $8,999 16.22 25,6 16.79 7.61 7.37
$9,000 - 311,999 14.64 12.381 6.45 3.54 6.36
Above $12,000 36.28 ———- 3 ———- ————
Independent 17.26 11.72 7.19 1.72 b.75

Totals 29.18 $74.94 $564.97 $21.03 $23.50
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WEST VIRGINIA

tn 1971-72, 45,630 full-time undergraduate students were enrolled in West
Virginia colleges and universitiea. Thia 1s the smallest enrollment of any
of the SREB states. Seventy-elght percent of tho dependent students were
enrolled in public colleges and universities. Welghted average costs for
these students was $1,835 per year. The dependent students at the non-public
colleges pald a welghted average cost of $2,910. The difference in cost be-

tween public and private institutions in West Virginia 1s one of the smallest
in the region {(Table 1).

Over 82 percent of the dependent students from families with incomes of, less
than $9,000 are enrolled at public inatitutions., On the other hand, thea
con-public institutions, that enroll 22 percent of all dependent students,

enroll 25 percent of all dependent students from families of more than $9,000
in annual income (Table 2),

The patterns in financial ald sources for the West Virginia students in

totel vary little from the pattern for the region. The Waest Virginia stu-
dents recelve slightly more of thei. ald from guaranteed loan programs and
slightly less of their aild from institutional student aid programs, The non-
public four-year college students recelve 23 percent of thelr aid from the
guaranteed loan program. The reglonal average at similar institutions is

14 percent. The non-public two-year college students recelve 29 peércent of
their aid from guaranteed loan prograsms. The reglonal average at similar
institutions is 18 percent {Table 3).

West Virginla students recelve fewer grant dollars and more loan dollars
than the reglonal averages. 1In comparison to students at similar institu-
tional types 1o the reglon, West Virginia public four-year collage students
recelve more loan and work awards; non-public four-year students receliva
more loan awards and less grant and work awards, and public two-year c¢ol-
lega students recelve more loan awards and lass grant awards. The primary
types of ald available to non-public two-year college students are loans
(45 percent) or educational benefits (33 percent). The comparable reglonal
percentages for studeats st these types of institutions, respectively, are
33 percent and 19 percent (Table 4).

Only 37 percent of the ald available to West Virginia students is awarded
primarily on the besils of need. The reglonal average is 44 percent. The
lack of generally svallable aid is particularly apparent at the non«public
two-year colleges, Only 31 percent of the ald available to students at

these types of institutlons 1s generally available aid. The regional average
1s 57 percent.

The unmet need for West Virginia students was $8.66 million. Sixty-two per-

cent of this unmet need s experienced by the non-public four-year college
students. This {s primarily due to the distributions of aggregate financlal
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need and available aid. For example, the non-public four-year colleges
enroll 18 percent of the students, who have 31 percent of the total finan-
cial need but access to only 21 percent of all available aid. By family
financial circumstances, the students f[rom families with incomes of $9,000
to $12,000 per year have 20 percent of the financial need but access to
only 15 percent of the available aid, Consequently their unmet need repre-
senty 29 percent of the state total. 1f all available aid were diatributed
among students and institutions in proportion to their [inancial need, un-
met need in West Virginia would be reduced by 38 percent. The [inancial
need, available aid, generally available aid and unmet need for West Virginia
studenty by institutional types and family financial circumstances are
displayed in Table 5.
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Table 1

Wrighted Average Dependent Student Budgets
By Institutional Types, West Virginta, 1971-72

Percent of Percent of
Ingtitutfonal Types Resident Enrollment Commut er Enrcllment
4=Year Public $2,110 71 $1,300 29
&4-Year Non-Public $3,250 80 $2,360 20
2-Year Public $1,665 37 $1,375 63
2=Year Non-Public $1,975 58 $1,060 42
Table 2

Family Income Distributlons of Enrolled
Dependent Students, by Institutional Types,

West Virgiania, 1971-72

Family Income 4=Year 4-Year 2=Year 2-Year
Interval Public Non~Publte Public Non~Puklic

Less thad $6,000 20,8% 13.2% 29.6% 35.6%
$6,000 to $8,999 22,2 19.2 26.5 26.8
$9,000 to $11,999 24,1 26.6 20.5 18,1
More than $12,000 32,9 41,0 23.4 19.5

100,0% 100.0% 100.0% 100,0%

Median $9,885 $10,974 $8,309 $7,612
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Table

]

Sources of Ald-Heat Virginia
{amounts f{n thousands,

b4eyeac 4-year 2-year 2-year
TypPeg Publie Non-public Pubklic Non-public Total
faderal Ald
Programs 36,178 $1,670 $u4 $172 $8, 364
Parcent 28.9 27.9 27.5% 25.7 28.6
Guaranteed
Loane 4,976 1,381 448 194 6,999
Percent 2.2 23.1 5.9 28.9 2.9
Educational
Senefits 5,139 861 411 220 6,632
Parcent 24.1 14.4 32.9 32.7 22.7
Institutional
Ald Programe 4,628 1,954 34 78 6,694
Percent 21.7 2.6 2.7 1.7 22.9
State Aid
Progrems 221 59 ~a-ee “—— 280
Percent 1.0 | O I .9
Other Afd
Programns 211 59 12 6 290
Percent 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 _ 1.0
Total $21,39) $5,980 $1,249 $672 $29.260
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Table 4

Types of Available Aid by Institut{ons-West Virginia
{amounts in thousands)

Types of Educational

Institutions Grants  Perc¢ent Loans Percent Work Percent Benefits Perceut
E L-year Public 54,380 20.5 $7,469 35.0 84,365 20.4 $5,139 24.1

4L-year Non-public 1,935 32.3 2,359 39.4 829 13.9 863 14.6

2-yeaT Fublifc 91 7.3 367 L3.4 180 l4.4 411 32.9

2-year Non-public 105 15.6 299 44.9 48 7.2 220 32.7

Total $6,511 22.2 810,694 36.6 $5,422 18.5 $6,633 22,7
O
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Table S-West Virginia

Institutional Enrollment Financial Need Total Available Generally Available Unmet Need
Type {thousands) (millicns) Aid {(milliocns) Ald (millions) {millions)
4e-year Pyblic 34.17 $22.12 $21.35 $7.55 $2.88
fi-year Nom-public 8.23 10.57 5.99 2.86 5.39
2-year Public 2.16 1.19 1.25 .32 .16
2-year Non-public 1.07 .83 .67 .20 .23
Totals 45.63 $34.71 $29.26 $10.93 $8.66
P
Lt g
and
Family Income Enrollment Financial Need Total Available Generally Available Unmet Need
Interval {thousands)  (millions) Aid (millions) Ald (million:) {millions)
Below $6,000 8.17 $12.20 59.61 $4.23 $2.59
$6,000 - $8,999 8.82 11.19 9.08 3.81 2.12
$9,000 - $11,999 9.86 6.93 4,44 1.82 2.33
Above $12,000 13.70 meema- Ll emmee mamea
Independent 5.08 4.39 2.99 1.07_ 1.40

Totals 45.63 $34.71 $29.26 $10.93 $8.66




APPENDIX A

METHODOLOGICAL NOTES

The method employed to derive [lnancial need and unmet need in this report
fs known as aggregate need analysis (ANA), ANA 13 a methodology which has
been successfully employed in lndividual state studles in Alsbama, FPlorida,
Georgla, Kentucky, Massachusetts, Maryland, New Jersey, New York, North
Carelina, VYirginia, Texas and West Virgiaia,

In order to do ANA, the following data are needed:

(a) The size of the study population, This may include an eatire

student body, many student bodies, or some sub-population of
students.

(b) The percentage of male and female students in the population,

{¢)} The distribution of students by parental income or, if they
are Independent students, their own famlly incomes.

{(d) The average expected parental contribution by income intervals
end average famlly size. Contributions vary by family income
and size.

(e) The average amount of seclf-help expected from the studeats.
Self-help contributions from summer and term time earaings
vary by sex and class standing.

(f) The educational costs or student budgets including, if appro-
priate, differential budgets for men, women, commuters, and
resident studeats.

{g) The amounts of financial aid presently available and/or awarded
to students by level of parental fncom2. Available ald should
be broken down by source {state, federal, fnstitutioral) and by
type (grant, work, loan) if possible.

(h)} The percentage or number of students who oaploy the various
budgets included in the analysis.

With these data, ANA will provide an estimate of additional aid required

{or unmet need) by using the following formula: additional ald required=
appropriate student budget - (expected self-help + expected parental contri-
bution + existing financial aid)., The principle underlying the concept of
unm?t need for currently earolled students is one of reasonable expected
contributions from students and parents toward the students' educutional costs,

O
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To 1llustrate the procedure of ANA, Table A contains the basic data for one
state's four-vear public colleges: (1) number of full-time dependent studenta
(37,430); percentdage of males and females; student self-help contributions
(5545 and $645); a weighted average student budget for all students, whether
comuuter ot resident (32,056), and a family income distribution for these
students.

Looking at the $6,000 to $8,999 interval, it s notcd that families with no
unusual financial circumstances with 2.5 dependent children are expected on
the average, to contribute $283 a year to a dependent child's education.

Each student is expected to contribute $502 (the weighted average contribu-
tion for men &nd women) frcm summer and term time earnings toward his educa-
tional costs., The sum of $502 and $285--%787--represents avallable student
and family resources, It costs $2,056 per year to attcnd these colleges.

The diffevence between $2,056 and $787 1s 51,269, or the students' financial
need. Since there are 5,615 of these students, thelr aggregate financial

need is §$7,125,435. In this example, there is $6,507,463 1n ald from all
Sources (state, Jederal, institutional) vo meet these students' needs, Thete-
fore, the aggregated unmet financial need or additional aid required for

these students is $617,972 and $110 per student. Or, to put it another way,
an additional! $110 per student in financial ald is required for these students
to reasonably afford the costs of their education.

The same procedure is followed for each income interval., It ls noted that

no financial need is showa for students from families with incomes of 512,000
or pore. It i3 assumsd that, on the average, students from such familles

can afford the costs .n this example. If the costs were higher than the sum
of the expected parental contribution and student contribution for this in-
terval ($2,642), they would show an aggregate financial need.

The financial afid listed 2s available to students with 'no need” in the
512,000 or more" interval represents aid that is not (or nor always) awarded
with student need take;. into consideratton, In this example, which fs an
actual state, if the $7,134,774 in ald available to students fn the upper level
were distributed to students in the lower level, the aggregate unmet [inancial
need would be reduced from $5,853,825 to §1,719,051 or from $274 to $80 per
student .

It should be obvious that varying the costs, the family incomes and contri-
butions, and the expected student contributions will each have an impact on
total financial need. It should also be obvious that varying the way aid is
distributed will have an impact on uonmeét financial need or additional aid
required,

While individual state data and unique circumstances are importiant, an attempt
was made to treat all data from similar programs in each state in a similar
mauner, This procedure was intended to produce comparable data among states
60 that comparative analyses could be performed,
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APPENDIX A-Table A

AGGREGATE NEED ANALYSIS COMPUTATIONAL EXAMPLE

Type of Institution=-4-year Public Colleges-Dependents Only

Number of Full-time studenes - 37,530
Parcentage of Males: $7 - Females: 43
Student Self-help: Males $54% - Females: %445

Weighted Average Seudent Budget %2 0356

{1} (2 (&)] (&) {5) {6, {7) (B
- Average Teral Available Lnmec
-4 Income Interval Percent Number s Fami Ly Student Financlal  piianetal Financial Financial
Seudents Students eooriinirion Self-help Need Yoed atld Keed
Less than $6,000 22 B22S 0= $502 $1.554 $12,797,190 58,989,503  $3 807, ¢87
56,000 o 53,999 15 5617 528% 502 1,269 T.125.435 6,507,463 R17.972
59 000 to S1I,999 20 TLBS 9135 502 639 4,782,918 3,354,749 1.428,166
$12.000¢ or more 43 1604% 2140 02 -G- 0= 3,134, 774 -0 .
524,705,540 524,636,973 53,833 825
Column % = Welgheed Averafie Scudent Budgee minus the sue of coluens 3 and &
Coluan & = Financial MNeed (column 5% x Number of Students {(column 2).
Column & = Total Financial Weed * L.iumn 6% minus Available Finapncial Afd
(column 7).
O
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The study population included all full-time undergraduvate students in each
state who were gnrolled in 1971-72 in one of five types of institutfions--
four-year public colleges or universities, four-year non-public colleges or
universities, two-year public community or junior colleges, two-year non-
public jumior colleges, and public vocational-technical schools--if one or
more institutions of the latter categories participated in one of the threeo
institutionally based Federal student aid programs. Since mueh of the data
vere obtained Erom report forms submitted to the USOE by institutional parti-
cipants in the Pederal programs, it was necessary to exclude some states’
vocational schocls if none participated in the programs.

The size of enroliments at various types of institutions was obtained from
the USOE publication, Fall Enrollments in Higher Education, 1971. Thls was
alzo the source document for the percentages of males and females and upper-
clarsmen and lowerclassmnen by types. When a state's vocational-technical
school enroliments were wot included in the publication, the data were
obtaitied from the appropriate state departments of education.

The distributions of students by family income ranges were obtained primarily
from documents submitted to the USOE by institutional financial aid adminis-
trstors--the Application to Participate in Federal Student Financial Aid
Programs, FY 1974 {APPLCN}. Since income distributions are critical to ANA
the APPLCN data were verified from data available from the U, §. Bureau of
the Census, the College Entrance Examination Board, The American College
Testing Program, and reports by or research studies from state agencies and
officials. The distributions were adjusted to provide the best possible
estimates of student family income in 1971.

Family size varies by family income and average family sizes will vary among
states in the region. However, from the 1970 Census data, it was possible
to derive a conservative regional estimate of the average size of families
with college-aged children, The family size used in this study was &4.5.

It was assumed that cach family had 2.5 children and one of these was a
dependent college student. Using this conservative gstimate of course pro-
duces larger average famil= contributions because as fawmlly size decreases

or income increases, expected contributions increase. 1f other researchers
assumed larger family sizes, expected family contributions would be decreased
and, therefore, aggregate financial need would be increased.

The tLollege Scholarship Service, the American College Testing Program, and
the USOE have, with the helf of financial aid administrators and economists,
developed systems and procedures for determining what families of different
sizes and financial circumstances can reasonably be expected to contribute

to their student dependents' education each year. An average expected fami-
1y contribution for students whose family incomes fell in each of the four
fntervals used in the study was derived from College Scholarship Service
standard contribution tables for ‘amilies with 2.5 dependents and no unusual
family circumstances. Appendix Table B adapted from €SS Need Analysis lheory
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and Computation Procedures shows that as family size decreases and income
. increases, average expected family contributions increase.

TABLE B

Total Parents' Contribution From Income
Before Taxe¢s, By Size of Family*

Rumber of Dependent Children

Inc ome One Twa Thrce Four Five
Less than $4000 0 0 0 0 0
$5000 23 1] 0 0 0
$6000 269 24 0 0 0
$7000 514 217 12 1] 0
$B00OO 736 441 243 101 29
$9000 995 668 446 250 169
$10,000 1260 893 645 447 349
$11,000 1558 1121 B45 641 335
12,000 18584 1406 1044 835 719
¢13,000 2234 1720 1305 1029 902
$14,%00 2619 2047 1597 1298 1112
$15,000 3039 2401 1903 1584 1388
420,000 3568 4907 4295 3851 330
$£25,000 7164 6520 3920 5489 3220

*Adapted from CSS Peed Analysis Theory and Computation Procedures,
(Mew York: College Entrance Examinatfon Board, 1973)

In this study no family contribution was expected from families with "less
than %6,000" anpuat income. An average contribution of $285 was expected

from Families in the $6,000 to $8,999 interval and $915 was expected from
families in the $9,000 to $11,999 interval. Because the shape of thec income
distrtbutions vary by institutions, it was necessary to vary the average
contributions by institutional types fn each state for thc "more than 512,000%
interval.

The average contributions for this income interval for each institutienal
type 1a each rtate are presented in Appendix Table C.

As noted above, student self-help contributions from summer and term-time
earnings vary by sex and class standing. The College Scholarship Service
standards for student self-help contributions are as follows: For pre-
freshman men, $400; for prefreshman women, $300; for presophomore men, $300;
for presophomore women, $400; for upperclassmen, $500, and for upper-
classwomen, $500. Studies for individual Southern states have shown

that these expectations are frequently higher then many students are able to
meet, However, following the practice of making conservative assumptioms,
these standard contributions were applied in the study. Assumptions of
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APPENDIX-Table C
Expected Family Contributions for Students
From Fam{l{es of "More than $12,000" Annual

Income by Institutional Types, within States

4-year 4 -year 2-~year 2=year Public

Publfc Non-public Public Non=-public Vo-tech
State Colleges Colleges Colleges Colleges Schools
Alabama $2,140 $1,705 $1,455 $1,705 $1,225
Arkansas 2,140 2,310 1,850 1,455 1,340
Florida 2,665 3,050 2,310 2,855 o
Georgla 2,310 2,140 2,140 1,850 1,705
Kentucky 2,310 2,310 1,995 1,580 -
Louisiana 2,310 2,855 --- aa= 1,705
Maryland 3,050 3,050 1,995 1,455 ---
Miss{ssippi 2,310 2,310 1,340 1,340 ---
Horth Carolina 1,995 2,665 1,580 2,310 1,455
South Carolina 2,310 2,480 .- 1,850 1,580
Tenpessae 2,140 2,665 1,850 1,995 1,705
Texas 2,310 2,665 2,140 2,150 1,340
Virginia 2,855 3,050 1,995 2,855 ==
West Virginia 2,310 2,665 1,995 1,850 .-
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lower student contributions would of course {ncrease the amount of financial
need. USOE enrollment data were used to produce weighted average student

contributions for each type of institution in each state. ‘These weighted
averages are presented in Appendix Tabtle D,

The average costs experienced by students at various types of institutions
were derived from data obtained from the FY 1974 APPLCN's, On these [orms,
ald administrators were asked to provide estimates of the costs of education
to relevant groups of students in 1971-72, 1972-73, and 1973-74. The 1971-
72 estimates were used., The validity of the ald administrators' estimates
is a crucial variable {n ANA. 1If the estimates are unrealistically tow, the
students will have to draw on more of thelr own resources (or make sacri-
fices) to meet educational expenses not met with financial atd, 1f the
estimates are unrcalistically high, then some students will have a calculated
need that is not "real" and, therefore, limited financial aid funds will not
be distributed to thelr maximum ef fectiveness,

Evidence from surveys of patterns of student expenditures indicate that the

ald administrators’ estimates are frequently unrcatistic. However, there is
no consistent bias in their estimates. Sometimes their cstimates are lower

and sometimes they are higher than actual expenditure patterns.

The ald administrators’ esti{mates were, however, the best available data on
student costs for the region. Furthermore, they are accepted and used for

Federal student aid policymaking, which affects the distribution of at least
27 percent of all aid dollars.

Weighted average budgets [or dependent resident and dependent commuter stu-
dents were catcutated for each type of institution in each state. These
budgets yere listed in the text of the report. The percentages of students
paying each budget were obtained from the APPLCN. The weighting procedure
is shown, for example, in Appendix Table E,

The identification and distribution of available aid dollars among institu-
tions and students by types of programs and awards 1s the most difffcult pro-
cedure fn ANA, It is difficult because many agencies, including postsecondary
institutions, don't have management information systems to precisely tell
them or researchers the characteristics of aid applicants, aid reciplents,

or where recipients spend thelr awards. TYor example, while virtually all
agencies know how much money they award, slightly [ewer of them know how
many teciplents recelved awards. A smaller number know the types of insti-
tutions where thelr awards are used. Even fewer agencies can provide lncome
distributions of aid applicants or reciplents. And, finally, very few agen-
cles can provide fncome distributions within types of institutions.

As much informacion as could reasonably be obrained from agencles that admin-
{ster ald programs was collected by telephone and correspondence. Data were
sought that would permit the construction of a distribution of aid from each
agency to each type of fmstitution:
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APPENDIX-Table D
Weighted Average Student Self Help
Contributions by Institutional Types

for each State

4eyear 4-year 2-year 2-year Public

Public Non-public Public Non=-public Vo-tech
State Colleges  Colleges Colleges Collepges Schools
Alabama $502 3492 $461 $465 $460
Arkansas 495 494 462 456 460
Florida 520 506 14 hib .-
Ceorgta 504 485 463 460 463
Kentucky 495 499 457 450 —_———-
Loulsiana 491 495 -e- -e- 475
Maryland 491 506 463 421 -
Mississippi 505 500 458 449 ---
North Carelina 499 496 465 459 461
South Carolina 495 488 --- 464 468
Tennessee 500 495 468 458 467
Texas 501 494 464 471 465
Virginia 493 487 469 437 —aa
West Virginia 501 496 461 462 am=
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APPENDIX-Table E

Weighted Average Budgets-Computional Example

(a) (8) (¢ (") () {F) )

Full-time Dependent Dependent Resident Commuter Toral Toral

Institurion Emulo ment Resident Commut er Srudent Student Resident Commutet

P LOY! Srudents Students Budger Budger Sudget Budget
College A 10,000 5,000 5,000 $2,500 51,800 512,500,000 $9.,000.000
College B $,000 4,000 1,000 3,000 2,000 12,000,000 2,000,000
College C 4,500 1,000 3,000 2,000 1,800 2,000,000 5,400,000
18,000 9,000 9,000 $26,000,000 $16.400,000

Column F is equal to Column B times Column D

Column G is equal to Column C times Column E

326,500,000+
$16,400,000+

9,000 = 52,944, weighted average dependent resident budget
9,000 = $1,822, weighted average dependent commuter budget



Family Income # Recipients # pollars

Less than $6,000

$6,000 to $8,999

$9,000 to $11,999

More than $12,000

Independent Students
Total

%+ﬁ=¢‘%=%=%

When the agency couyld not provide data which were this complete, estimates,
approximationd, and assumptions were made to distribute the avafilabie aid.
1f the agency's program called for the distridution of aid primarily accord-
ing to need, then the award dollars were distributed within institutional
types according to the proportion of aggregate financial need in a given in-
terval., For example, if the actual distribution of aid dollars was unknown,
but it was known that 1O percent of the aggregate financial need for four-
year public colleges in a given state was experienced by students from feni-
lies in the $6,000 vo $8,999 interval, it wrs assumed that these students re-
ceived 10 percent of the available aid, Because the students in a given in-
terval may have actually received less money, the effect of this assumption
is to produce a conservative estimste of unmet financial need, or edditional
ald required. This procedure is in keeping with the attempt to develop a
conservative picture of the total unmet financial need problem.

It was not possible or feasible to query every postsecondary ingtitution in
the region about the distribution of its aid dollars. In lieu of that pro-
cedure, data from the APPLCN's and a survey of approximately ten percent of
the institutions were utilized. A list of institutional respondents is
contained in Appendix B,

The Higher Educstion Amendments of 1968 require that the institutions report
and spend for financial aid the amount listed on their APPLCN's under "main-
tenance of level of support™ in order to participate in one or more of three
institutionally based Federal programs. The programs are the Gollege Work
Study Program {(CWSP), the National Direct Student Loan Program {NDSL), and
the Supplementary Educational Opportunity Grant Program {(SEOG). Funds which
are {ncluded in the institution’s maintenance of level of support are: the
institutional grantsa-in-aid and scholarships, including state scholarships
which are controlled and administered by the institution; institutional waivers
of tuition and fees; institutionat student loans; loans made under the Fed-
erally Insured Student Loan Program, Title IV, ff the institution acts as a
lender: the instituticnal shares of the United Student Aid Funds, Inc., Col-
lege Reserve Program, nursing and health professions financial zid programs,
NDSL Program, and CWS Frogram (limited to on-campus institutional share, un-
less the institution has provided off-campus matching shares from its own

]EI{I‘:‘ 132

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



funds); institutional empioyment {exclusive of Federal share of CWS Program};
and stydent wages from employment contracted by an institution with a private
concern, such as food services, layndry and dry-cleaning, etc,

The dollar amounts in this item for each type of Ipnstitution were summed for
each state, and this amount was considered the total avallable ianstitutional
aid, The [igures for universities are very likely inflated since the "main-
tenance" [igure could include awards available to graduate, rather than ex-
clusively undergraduate students, Thore was, however, no [easible way to
officiently estimate the percentage of funds which are used [or graduate stu-
dents and therefore would not be "available" to undcrgraduates., Therefore,
listing all of thes¢ "maintenance™ funds as avallable to undergraduates pro.
duces a conservative estimate of unmet financial need becaust inscitutional
financial aid avallable to undergraduates is somewhat inflated for universi-
ties.

A furthor problem with the "maintenance' [igures is that & large porcentage
of these dollars-«-nearly 530 percent--are distributed to students who may or
may not have demonstrated [inancial need., Therefore, it was necessary to es-
timate what percentages of aid went to which needy students.

Estimates were made from additional data in the FY 1974 APPICN's, Aid admin-
istrators are required to list the amounts of institutional {or "maintenance'}
dollars which were awarded te students who receive an award under one of more
of the three Federal programs. These amounts were also totaled for each Ln-
stitutional type within each state. These amounts were considered "generally
available u4id", or aid which 1ls distributed primarily on the basis of need,
This procedure provides a reasonable minimum estimate of the proportion of
afd dollars, [rom institutions, which are awarded on the basis of need.

Not all institutions in a given state participate in the Federal programs.
Where this was the case, estimates of the amount of money the non-participa-
ting fnstitutions would award in aid were based by comparing them to other

similar, participating institutions. These amounts were added to the totals
for each type.

Institutional aid monies were distributed as follows: (1) the generally avall-
able aid was determined; (2) this amount was subtracted from the "maintenance"
amount; (3) generally avallable aid was distributed among income finhtervals
according to the intervals' proportion of total aggregate need, and {4) the
remainder of the aid ("mzintenance' money minus "general' money) was distri-
buted according to the percentage of all students in each income interval,

The amounts of money available to institutions and students from the Federal
CWSP, NDSL, SEOG, Health Professions and Nursing Student Assistance Program,
Law Enforcement Education Program, and the Cuban Loan Program were obtained
from the appropriate USOE Regional Qffices,
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The APPLCN's require aid administrators to list the amounts of CWSP, NDSL,
and SEOG dollars awarded edch year by the recipients’ family income or {n-
dependen: student status. From the APPLCN's, the amount of money awarded

to independent students was obtained, This amouat, for each imstitutional
type, was assigned to available to independent students. The remainder of
the mouney from these three programs was distributed among the dependent slu-
dent {ntervals according to the percentage of total aggregate dependent stu-
deat need I[n each interval,

The monies from the Health Professfons, LEEP, and Cuban Loan Programs were
distributed among dependent student intervals actording to the perceatage

of total aggregate dependent student need in each interval. None of these
dollars were assumed to be avallable to {ndependent students because no data
were available to provide an estimate of the number of doilars avai{lable to
independent students from these programs. It is likely to be less than ten
percent of the total.

Distribution of aid available from the Guaranteed Student Loan Program and
tke Federally Insured Student Loan Program is somewhat more complicated than
the distribution of aild from other Federal programs. This {s so because
precise data for each state was unavailable, Loans from these programs can
be awarded {n one state for use in another. Loans are also available to
graduate students and proprietary schools and/or hospital schools of nursing.
Through FY 1972, loans could be made to students with no demonstrated need.

The total amount of loans issued under these programs was available [rom the
Reports and Datg Analysis 5taff of the USOE Divislon of Insured Loans. From
cach state's total, percentages were subtracted for estimated loans to gradu-
ate students and to students who attended institwtions not included in this
study, i.e., proprietary business and vocational schools, hospltal schools

of aursing, etc, The remaining total was treated as available for full-time
undergraduate study, [t was necessary to assume that loans issued {n one
state but used {n another would be approximately equal {n total value. For
example, loans i{ssued in Alabama but used elsewhere would be equivalent to
loans used elsewhere but used in Alabama,

Income distributions of loan reciplents in each state were available from
the Reports and Data Analysis Staff, The available aid was distributed
according to these distributions among institutional types. For example, if
20 percent of a state’s total was awarded to students with family incomes of
"legs than $6,000" and 10 percent of all a state's students with those family
incomes were enrolled at nom-public four-year colleges, then those students
were assumed to have access to two percent of the total (10 perceat of 20
percent)., To the extent that it was possible, the distribution of the doltiars
was corroborated by data furnished by individual state guarantee agencies and
the USOE Reglonal Offices. It is quite likely that more aid than is really
available ts shown In the report, Therefore, agafn, the estimate of unmet
need {s conservative.
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The distribution of educational benefits from the Social Security Administra-
‘tion was performed i{n a similar fashion. Only the total amount of money
awarded in each state was avallable. From research on student finance in
several states, it was Known that the family income of recipients of educa-
tional benefits is almost always less than $9,000 per year (in most studlies
the percentage is larger thun 90 percent.) Therefore, once the state total
of benefits was ascertained, the dollars were distributed among institutions
according to their proportion of the total enrollment of dependent and in-
dependent students with incomes of less than $9,000 per year. In other words,
if a state's four-year public colleges enrolled 20 percent of the enrolled
students with incomes of less than $9,000, it was assumed that these students
received 20 percent of the Social Security educational benefits., This pro-
cedure is likely to have over estimated money available to students from
Soclal Security benefits, since no "corrections" were made for part-time stu-
dents or students enrolled in types of institutions other than those included
in the study. The effect would be, again, to produce a lower unmet financial
need than probably exists,

In any financial aid study or survey of available aid, not every source or
amount of funds can be identified. This is because many church and civic
¢lubs, business and industry, and other private sources award financisl aid
in the form of scholarships, grants, and/or loans to students. Research in
individual states has shown that the amount of aid available from otherwise
unidentifiable sources anounts to less than one percent of the total of aild
available from identifiable sources, To account for this otherwise uniden-
tifiable aid, one percent was added to the total of identifiable aid for each
incoma interval and institutional type. This amount is listed at various
places in the report as ald from "Private and Other Student Ald Programs."
Again, the effect of inflating the estimate to one percent is to produce an
inflated estimate of available ald or, on the other Land, a conservative es-
timate of unmet need.

The procedure described above, then, was how aggregate financial aild need
and unmet need was determined for dependent students. The independent stu-
dents' needs were treated differantly.

Independent Student Needs: A Speclal Case

The procedures of aggregate need analysis require some modification to de-
termine independent student need. First of all, these students' ablility to
pay for the coats of educatinn is not based upen thelr parents' financial
status but their own resources. An independent, or self-supporting, stnudent
1s by Federal aid program definition an individual who har not resided with,
been c¢laimed as a dependent for Federal income tax purposes by, or been the
recipient of an amount in excess of $200 from one or both parents or any

other person acting in loco parentis.

Recent evidence indicates that a growing numbexr of students who are entering
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postsecondary education are declaring themselves self-supporting. Based up-
on data from the FY 1974 APPLCN, over 20 percent of all the full-time under-
preduates enrolled in fnstitutions included in this study were self-support-
ing students. The percentages of independent students in each state are in-
cluded in the text of this report.

Although there are insufficient data to suppcct the kind of precise esti-
mates of financial circumstancea of these students that are made for indepen-
dent students, recent studies in Georgla, Alabama, and states outside tie
region, information provided on Federal report forms, and research studies
by such agencies as the College Scholarship Service provided enough infor-
mation to derfve & reasonably valid catimate of thelir needs,

The first i{ssue is the cost of education to these students, Cost of educa-
tion fncludas direct educational costs such as tuition, fces, books and
supplies and maintenance costs, Maintenance 1s defined, for independent stu-
dents, as the sum of expenses for rent or mortgage, food and household sup-
plies, child care, debt repayment, and other expenses such as doctor and
dental bills, etc. The maintenance budget for an independent student is cal-
culated on & 12«month rather than a 9-month or academic year basis because

he wust support himgeif while he 1s pot ln school in the summer,

The esiimates of independent students' expenses provided by aid administra-
tors on the APPLCN's range from $100 to $2,000 in addition to those {ncurred
by typical dependent students, Part of the variance is due to different
patterns of marital status experienced in the student populations. Part of
the variance 1s due to differences in types and amounts of allowable expenses
different aid administrators consider in need analysis. Part of the variaace
i1s dus to invalid or unreliable estimates, by aid adminiscrators, of indepen-
dent studants costs,

Rather than use the aid administrators® budget estimates with their wide
range, a College Scholarship Service study of fndeperndent students' expenscs
wag ured.? Their research indicates that typical single independent college
students 1n Southern colleges and universities spend $2,435 per calendar year
for maintenance. A married, childless independent student spends $4,460 per
year and a married student with one child spends $5,175 per year, These are
moderate budget standards.

In this study, each of the three maintenance standards wes added to the
weighted average cost of tuition, fees, books and supplies for each type of
ifnstitution 1n each state., Weigiited average costs were weighted by numbers

of independent students enrolled at {anstitutions within a given type, not by
all atuﬁents.

It was then necessary to determine how miny student: were affected by each

of the three budget types (single; married, childless; married with one ehild)
and what their financial resources were.
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No precise estimates of independent student incomes are available for each
state, each type of institution, or the reglon. Income distributians for
independent students who are expocted to apply for financial aid are avall-
able U'rom the APPICN's., And there are f{ncome distributions available Erom
a variety of studies in individual states and at individual institutions.
An adjusted i{ncome distribution was developed for all independent students
from this variety of sources. This distribution appears in Appendix Table
F‘

APPENDIX -Table F

Income Distribution of lndependent Students

Income Interval Percent
Less than §$3,000 38.5
$3,000 to $5,999 32.5
56,000 o $7,499 10,0
$7,500 o £8,999 7.1
$£9,000 to §11,999 7.6
More than §12,000 4,3
100.0%

The calculated financial need of the independent student 1s simply the dif-
ference between avallable resources (basically, his income} and the costs of
college plus maintenance. 1t was estimated that none of the students with
incomes of less than $3,000 were married. 1In cthe $3,000 - $5,999 interval,
it was estimated that only one-fourth of the independent students were mar-
ried but half of the married students had one child.

The three welghted average budgets which were calculated for epach state were
averaged for each lnterval. For example, Lf the welghted average costs of
tuition, fees, books, and supplies for a given state was §510, then the three
total independent budgets would be: independent single students, $2,945;
married, childless students, $4,970; and married students with one child,
$5,685, The average budget For the flrst interval would be $2,945, since
only one type of independent, single independent students, are found Iin that
{nterval. The average budget for the second interval would be $3,54). This
Elgure was determined by the formula 7 (75 x 2,945) + (12.5 x 4,970) + (12.5
x 5,6853) 7 + 100.

Continuing with this example, assume there are 20,000 {ndependent students
in a4 state. According to the estimated income distribution, 7,700 or 38.5
percent would have incomes below $3,000 and 6,500 or 32.5 percent would
have incomes between $3,000 and $5,999. The total need for these students
w.uld be calculated as shown In Appendix Table G.

Afrer total financial need was sbtained for independent students for the -

137

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



APPENDIX-Table G

Independent Studeant Need-Computat{onal Example

Income Interval Number Students Average Budget Total Need
Less than 53,000 7,700 $2,95|5 $}.l,126,500
$3,000 1o $5.999 &, 500 §3,541 $31?,070

There are 7,700 students with {ncomes of less than $3,000. The
assumed average income for this Interval is $1,500. The difference
between $1,500 and $2,945 {s $1.445, or calculated financial need.
The number of stvedents s 7,700, and {f each student has an average
need of $1,445, then the total need {s $11,126,500; or 7,700 times
$1,445

For the second laterval, the assumed average income of students
with incomes below $3,541 {s $3,270. Approximately 1,170 students,
or 18 percent in this interval have Incomes below $3,541. The
difference between $3,541, and $3,270 {s $271, or the calculated
financial need. The total financial need for thls interval s
$317,070, or $271 times 1.170.

The total independent student filananclal afd for the state {s
$11,443,570. Since the incomes of students {n the {atervals abaove
$6,000 asre above the total average cost of $3.541, it is not
necegsary to treat rthem in this partizular example.
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entira stata, {t was apportioned according to weighted average costs of tu-
ition, fees, books and supplies at each institution. The student income
distributions arc the same for each typo of institution and the maintenance
budgets are the same, so the need can be distributed according to pon-main-
tenance fees and enrollments. Using the preceding example, a distribution
would lock like the one provided in Appendix Table H.

These procedures were foilowed to assess Independont student needs for each
stato, using each instituticenal type's weighted average budget. 1t is likely
that the aggregate independent student need astimates in the report are lower
than reality since no independent students were assumed to have more than one
child. Therefore, they should be treated as minimum estimates.

Veterans Benefits

In some statewide financial aid studies and in many fisancial aid offices
Federal veterans' educational benefits are considered as efther financial

aid or as financial rosources for postsecondary education., Educational bene-
fits from the GI Bill and the Junior GI Bill can with great validity be con-
gidered in either category. Because of the nature of the aggregate need
analysis used in this study, it was decided that including these benefits as
financial aid would present a misleading picture of available aid and unmet
need in the region. Therefore, these benefits were not included in the re-
port. An explanation for their eéxclusion is necessary.

In NHovember, 1971, the academic year undiv consideration in this report, the
Veterans Administration reported that over 137,000 veterans were enrolled at
and receiviiug benefits to attend the two-year and four-year colleges in the
SRER states, It was estimated that these veterans would receive a total of
over $304 miliion dollars in benefits during the course of the year. The
estimated total amounts of dollars received by veterans in two-year and four-
year colleges in each state in 1971-72 are presented in Appendix Table 1.

It is reasonable to assume that at least 90 percent of the veterans would

be classifiad as independent students. It would be logical, then, if these
benefits were treated as financial aid, to assign them to the aggregate need
of independent students, The impact of Such a procedure would meet and
exceed the total aggregate financial need of all independent students, since
their total financial need was only $1B%.39 million, MNinety percent of the
§303,6% million would be $273.32 mililon or $83.93 millien more than the
calculated aggregate financial need of all independent students in this re-
port, not just those enrolled at two-year and four.year colleges.

Since the veterans' benefits ara Lot available to or distributed evenly
among all independent students and, since their inclusion would present an
unrealistic picture of the financlal needs of all independent students, they
were exciuded,
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APPENDIX-Table H
vistribution of Independent Student Heed

Among Institutional Types-Computational Example

Instictutional Type Independi:: Students Bugz;t Tota](ggats
4-year Public Colleges 10,000 §650 §6,500,000
4-year Non-public Colleges 2,000 1,370 2,740,000
2-year Public Colleges 3,500 310 1,085,000
2-year Non=-public Colleges 500 770 385,000
Vocational -Technical Schoels 4,000 300 1,200,000

Total $11,910,000

Column C 1s equal to Column & times Column B
Column B includes no maintenance costs, only tuition, « 3, books,
and supplies.

Since fncome distributions, matntenance costs and marital stetuses are
assumed the same at all types of institutions, the only variations are
in non-maintenance budgets and enrollments. Since 4-year public
college students experience 54.6 percent of "total costs" ($6,500,000
divided by $11,910,000), these gtudents are assumed to have 54.6 percent
of the total calculated financtal peed for the state, The 4=year
non-public colleges have 23.0 percent of the costs and thelr students
have 23.0 percent of the need, and so on-through each type of institutien.
If the total need for the independent students of state is $11,443,570,
then 54.6 percent, or $6,248,200 of it 1s experiecced by 4-year public
college students.
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APPENDIX-Table I

Estimated Veterans henefits Recelved
By Two-Year and Four-Year College Students,
By States, 1971-72
Camounts in millions)

Alabama 517.06
Arkansas 8.72
Florida 41,29
Georgla 25.82
Kentucky 12.47
louisiana 16.27
Maryland 21.56
Mississipptl 6.99
North Carolina 26.1)
South Carolina 13,17
Tennessee 20.92
Texss 65.18
Virglala 22.61
West Virginia 1.52

5303.69

Q 1&1‘/1951

RiC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



APPENDIX B

DATA SOURCES

The sgencles listed below provided data and other information on which this
study was based,

National and Regional

American College Testing Program

College Entrance Examination Board

National Center for Educational Statistics

U.S, Office of Education - Division of lnsured Loans

U.8, Office of Education - Division of Student Assistance

Unfted States Social Security Administratfion - Qfff{ce of Research and
Statistics

United States Veterans Administration
Unfted Student Afd Fund

Alabama

Alabama Commissfon on Higher Education
Alabama Department of Education

State Department of Veterans Affairs
Arkansas

Arkansas Rural Endowment Fund
Department of Higher Education

Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services
State Department of FEducation
Student Loan Guarantee Foundation

Fiorida

Division of Veterans Affairs

State Department of Education - Scholarship and Loans Section
State Department of Education

State University System of Florida

Georgia

Georglia Higher Education Assistance Corporation
Georglia State Scholarship Commission

State Department of Education

University System of Georgia
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Kentucky

Council on Public Higher Fducation

Kentucky Department of Economic Security
Kentucky Higher Edgcation Assistance Authority
State Department of Education

Loulisiana

Department of Veterans Affairs

Department of Vocational Rehabilitation

Loulsiana Coordinating Council for Higher Education
Louisiana Higher Edueation Agsistance Commlssion
State Department of Education

Maryland

Division of Vocatiopal Rehabilitation
Maryland Council for Higher Education
Maryland Higher Education Loan Corporation
Maryland State Board for Community Colleges
Maryland State Scholarship Board

State Department of Education

Mississippl

Board of Trustees of Institutions of Higher Learning
State Department of Education

North Carolina

College Foundation, Incorporated

Morth Carolina Division of Veterans Affairs

North Carolina State Education Assistance Authority
State Department of Mental Health

State Department of Public Instruction

The University of North Carolina

South Carolina

Higher Education Tuition Grants Committee
South Carolina Commission on Higher Fducation
State Department of Education

Tennessee
State Department of Education

Tennessee Counell of Private Colleges
Tennessee Educational Zoan Corporation
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Tennessee (continued)

Tennessee Student Assistance Agency

Texas

Ccordinating Board, Texas College and University System
State Department of Fducation

Virginia

State Council of Higher Education for Virginia
State Department of Education

State Education Assistance Authority
Virginia Community College System

West Virginia

State Department of Education
West Virginia Board of Regents
West Virginia Scholarship Program

The institutions listed below provided information concerning the admints-
cration of financial aid on their campuses.

Institutions

Agnes Scott College

Albany Area Vocatlonal-Technical Schaool
Albany State College

Angelina College

Averett College

Bellarmine College
Bennett College

Centre College of Kentucky

Chattanooga State Technical lnstitute
Clayton Junior College

Community College of Baltimore

Coosa Valley Vocational-Technical School
Copiah-Lincoln Junior College

Davidson College
Duke University

Elfzabeth City State University

]EI{I‘:‘ 145

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Institutions (continucd)

Fisk Unfiversity
Florida Agricultural and Mcchan'cal University

Goucher College
Georgetown College

lHoward County Junior College
Jefferson siate Junior College
TaGrange College

Marymount College

Midlands Tech

Millsaps College

Mississippi Gulf Cost Junior College
Morris Brown College

Mount Olive College

Rashville State Technical Inatitute
Newberry College
North Carolina Wesleyan College

Parkersburg Community College
Pembroke State University
Pensacola Junior College

Piedmont Technical Educatfon Center

Reinharde College
Rice University
Rockingham Community College

Southwestern at Memphis
Spalding College
Stetson University

Technical Institute of Alamance
Tusculum College
Tuskegee Institute

University of Arkansas
University of Florida
University of North Florida
University of South Carolina
University of Virginia
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Ingtitutions (continued)

Vante«Granville Technical lanstitute
Vanderbilt Unlversity

West Liberty State College

West Virginia University

Wilson County Techaical Lastitute
Wofford College

Wytheville Community College

vork Technical Education Center
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